INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1953 


FRIDAY, MAY 9, 1952 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-s2, the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden (chairman of the subcommittee ) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Hayden and Knowland. 

Senator Haypen. The committee will be in order. 


OFFICE OF TERRITORIES 


ALASKA RAILROAD CONSTRUCTION 


Senator Haypen. During the hearings before the subcommittee on 
construction of the Alaska Railroad the subcommittee requested Mr. 
Karl R. Bendetsen, Assistant Secretary of the Army, to furnish addi- 
tional information in regard to this project. I have received this 


information, and it will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 7, 1952. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Interior Subcommittee on the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: At the recent Department of the Interior hearings 
before your subcommittee on the appropriation to rehabilitate the Seward-Portage 
rail connection of the Alaska Railroad, you will reeall Lieutenant General Kepner 
and I appeared on behalf of the Department of Defense. I was asked at that 
time by a member of the subcommittee to provide a breakdown of the cost esti- 
mate required by the Alaska Railroad to provide adequate facilities at Whittier 
in event their request for $9,094,000 was denied to continue the movement of 
civilian tonnages by rail from the port of Seward. 

In order to present the latest and most accurate picture for your review, I 
had the estimates verified again with the Alaska Railroad. The data on the 
attached tab were furnished to the Alaskan commander by the Alaska Railroad. 
The Military Establishment did not participate in their formulation and it is 
not within our cognizance to review requirements determined by another agency 
prepared by it in the course of its separate responsibilities. 

[ am advised that the estimates would appear to represent a reasonable analysis 
of the needs which would arise if it were to be necessary for the Alaska Railroad 
to seek ice-free port facilities at Whittier. 

Sincerely, 
Kart R. BENDETSEN, 
Assistant Secretary of the Army. 
One enclosure: Tab A. 
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Tas A.—Cost EstIMaTE To ESTABLISH AN ALASKA RAILROAD PORT OPERATION (7 
WHITTIER AND ABANDON THE PorT OF SEWARD AND ITS RAIL CONNECTION 70 
PORTAGE 


General 

There are two alternatives to provide the Alaska Railroad with an efficient ice. 
free, all-season port entrance to handle the cargo and personnel arriving in Alaska, 
not related to the arrivals of military cargo and personnel. This civilian tonnage 
will approximate an average of 55 percent of all receipts of Alaska ports, each vear, 
1953 through 1957: 

(a) Assumption by the Alaska Railroad of all port activities at the military 
port of Whittier and the turn-over of all military property and developments to 
that agency to assist in the establishment of a civilian town site. 

(b) Construction of a new separate Alaska Railroad dock at the extreme end of 
the Passage Canal (Whittier) and establish a town site at Portage Valley, 
exclusively for civilian use. 

One of these alternatives will be a necessity in the event the operation of the 
Seward-Portage rail connection is abandoned in 1952 due to the lack of appro- 
priations to rehabilitate this segment from the port of Seward. 

Attendant to either of these alternate plans is the cost of repairs required to the 
Seward-Portage railroad connection to continue operations through the port of 
Seward until 1955 when it is estimated the construction required by either 
alternative would be completed. 

All estimates contained below were furnished by the Alaska Railroad. 


REPAIRS TO CONTINUE RAIL OPERATIONS OVER SEWARD-PORTAGE RAIL LINK UNTIL 1955 


(a) 37 miles of new rail, track repairs, and maintenance______________ $3,089, 000 

(b) Bridge and trestle repairs and maintenance__-----_---..----- t} aor 
ce : 38: ) 

(c) Building and terminal upkeep__-- -_---—---~- Decent eel 1, 385, 00 


Twa). 5. Be he de Bie ihe ces oe ee ie 2 ce et ee 424. 000 


ALTERNATIVE I 

Concept of operations 

(a) Army to return all port activities to Alaska Railroad. 

(b) Alaska Railroad to abandon the port of Seward and 64.2 miles of track 
(Seward to Portage) in 1955. 

(c) The Alaska Railroad would take over the entire operation of the pert of 
Whittier. 

(ad) The military port of Whittier would be deactivated. 

(e) All Army properties, buildings, and developments would be transferred to 
the Alaska Railroad. 

(f) Alaska Railroad would handle at Whittier all civilian incoming and out 
going freight and passengers, now routed through Seward, in addition to military 
traffic. 


Requirements to accomplish this concept 
(a) Approximately 2,000 feet of dock construction (4 new berths) 


with warehouse, depressed loading tracks, ete_-__-__- ae _ $4, 500, 000 
(») Heating plant, track scales, dock and yard office, approach track- 
age, warehouse, and jitney repair and storage building -----_ 1, 250, 000 
(ec) Water and power installation for dock and yards___----~-_--_-_ 350, 000 
(4) Biplane? Beane Tor’ Boe Camilies— Ss. Se. 4, 000, 000 
(e) Additional housing for 200 bachelor personnel ea 2, 000, 000 
(f) Initial construction for domestic water plus water distribution 
lines, streets, power lines, telephones, ete__------._-____--__-- 1, 350, 000 
Total Whittier civilian development under alternative I___- 18, 450, 000 
Repairs to continue rail operations over Seward-Portage rail link 
until 1955 while above facilities at Whittier are being constructed__ 4, 424, 000 
PORN \ OURO 0 Oe © Sate een as Seas whic egal pen 17, 874, 000 


Remarks.—The above estimate total represents only the initial construction 
cost of the main requirements of the Alaska Railroad. The over-all cost of estab- 
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lishing a self-contained civilian community with schools, churches, stores, hotels, 
and other requirements at Whittier are difficult to estimate at this time. 
The estimates herein were furnished by the Alaska Railroad. 


ALTERNATIVE II 

Concept of operations 

(a) Army to retain operation of military port of Whittier. 

(b) Alaska Railroad to abandon the port of Seward and 64.2 miles of track 
(Seward to Portage) in 1955. 

(c) Alaska Railroad construct new four-berth dock at extreme end of passage 
arm (Whittier) and all facilities connected therewith. 

(d) New town site to be developed, exclusively for civilian use, in Portage 
Valley, and shuttle-train service furnished from this site to Whittier (approxi- 
mately 9 miles inland from Whittier area and on the west side of the two tunnels). 


Requirements to accomplish this concept 


(a) New 4-berth dock constructed at extreme end of passage canal 
with dock warehouses, depressed loading tracks, etc___._._._.____ $4, 500, 000 

(b) Heating plant, track scales, dock and yard office, approach track- 
age, warehouse and jitney repair and storage building__._____ 1, 250, 000 
(c) Water and power installation for dock and yards____~- ai 350, 000 

(d) Heating plants (total 4) for each end of Whittier and Porta; ge 
PRR. in teas taraciclnns ikenidithcaietalsi ai tetaiiais saitiiwelteee ae 000, OVO 

(ce) Shuttle train loading and unloading facilities at Port: 1ge “Valley 
and Whittier, subsidiary trackage and utilities..___._____ 500, 000 
(f) Access road from rail to Portage Valley town site : 5, OOO 
iy) Highway bridge across Portage River (300 feet) ——__ ‘ 45, 000 
(h) Flood-protection dike 10,000 feet long and riprap on dike 200, 000 
(i) Domestic water system, supply and storage__-_ _- = 185, 000 
(j) Domestie water distribution lines—mains only___—- onaina 200, 000 
(k) Housing for 200 families__-_-_- aw ietbemuencsa tes 000, 000 
(1) Housing for 200 bachelor pe rsonnel cn ican aaa : _. 2,000, 000 
(m) Sewers and sewer disposal installations 5 300, 000 
(n) Powerhouse and distribution lines for 1,500 personnel Poteet 500, 000 
(o) Telephone station and main extensions__...-.---__________- 450, 000 
(p) Street clearing, grading, graveling, ete_._____- a 620, 000 
(q) Miscellaneous buildings (fire hall, community hall, ‘theater, ete.) _ 750, 000 
(7) Miscellaneous expenses (engineering, overruns, etc.) .-..___- 700, , 900 
Total, civilian development under alternative II iim 9, 595, 000 

Repairs to continue rail operations over Seward-Portage rail link 
until 1955 while the above facilities are being constructed__ i 4, 424, 000 


Total cost 019, 000 


Remarks.—The above estimate total represents only the initial construction. 
Additions such as schools, churches, stores, ete., for a self-contained civilian 
community are difficult to estimate at this time. 

The estimates herein were furnished by the Alaska Railroad, 


BUREAU OF MINES 


CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT OF MINERAL REsoURCES 


Senator Haypen. At this point I will insert in the record a state- 
ment by Senator Warren Magnuson concerning the research pro- 
gram of the Bureau of Mines. 

(The statement referred to follows.) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON RELATIVE TO RESEARCH FUNDS 
FOR UNITED STATES BUREAU OF MINES 


Mr. Chairman, I am appearing before you today in support of an appropriation 
which will enable the United States Bureau of Mines to conduct urgently needed 
research which is of vital importance to my home State of Washington and to 
the home States of the members of this committee. 
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The Interior Appropriations Subcommittee in the House of Representatives 
approved an item of $816,000 for this research program. The full appropriations 
committee concurred. But on the floor of the House there occurred action to 
eliminate the amount, an action that I can label only as “short-sighted and penny- 
wise, pound-foolish.” 

I urge that the Appropriations Committee of the Senate act to reinstate this 
research money in the Interior Department appropriation measure. 

We all realize how important our natural gas, synthetic gas, coal and other 
mineral] programs are to our national defense and our general economy, 

If we are to continue strong, to have a developing economy, we must find 
broader means of utilizing our great natural resources which currently are 
untapped. 

In Colorado and Wyoming there are great deposits of shale which could 
produce synthetic liquid fuel, if proper research were done. 

In North Dakota there are tremendous deposits of lignite which could bring 
new wealth and new industry to the area, if proper research were done. 

In my own State of Washington there are tremendous deposits of low-grade 
coal, in the southwestern corner of the State, which could provide great quanti- 
ties of gas, if the necessary research were done. 

Coal deposits in Tennessee, Alabama, Kentucky, Wyoming, West Virginia, 
Utah, Illinois, Pennsylvania, and other States could be utilized for production 
of synthetic fuel, if the necessary research were done. 

Mine flood prevention can mean millions of dollars in added income and con- 
tinuation of thousands of jobs in numerous coal-producing States, but research 
is necessary first. 

These are only a few of the ways in which research can benefit our Nation's 
economy. 

I urge that the committee approve a sum of $199,600 for coal research, in- 
eluding $75,000 for gasification studies; $44,468 for petroleum and natural gas 
research ; $327,932 for the synthetic liquid fuel program; $73,000 for research 
into ferrous minerals: $80,073 for research into nonferrous metals; $30,000 


"OT 


for nometallic mineral research ; and $61,727 for unclassified mineral research 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
PREPARED STATEMENTS 


Senator Haypen. At this point I will insert in the record state- 
ments of Senator Clinton Anderson of New Mexico regarding the Rio 
Grande project and Congressman Hal Holmes concerning the Ken- 
newick project. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


Som AnD Moisture Program, Rro Granpe Progect 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON REGARDING SOIL AND MOISTURE 
FuNps ALLOTTED TO THE RIO GRANDE PROJECT FOR PROTECTION OF THE PICACHO 
LATERAL 


I am appearing before your committee today in support of the soil and moisture 
program appropriations for the Bureau of Reclamation in the Department of 
the Interior. 

This question is raised at this time because of receipt of a copy of a resolution 
from the board of directors of the Elephant Butte irrigation district, urging 
immediate action on construction of protective structures in what is known as 
the Picacho Arroyo, and lying within the Elephant Butte irrigation district 
in the Rio Grande Valley, New Mexico. 

I am convinced that this soil and moisture program, even though the amount 
of money requested is comparatively small, is a very vital part of, and necessary 
for the successful operation of some 70 Bureaus of Reclamation projects. The 
total item of $833,100 for soil and moisture conservation operation, included in 
the President’s budget for the fiscal year 1953 under operation and maintenance, 
Bureau of Reclamation, must provide for all soil and moisture conservation work 
on the 70 operating projects of the Bureau, and on the water sheds above project 
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reservoirs, Canals, and other structures. From that total, limited funds are 
programed for continuation of Bureau activities on the Picacho Arroyo, Rio 
Grande project. 

The Bureau of Reclamation, using fiscal year 1952 soil and moisture con- 
servation funds allotted to the Rio Grande project, has made surveys and in- 
vestigations necessary to prepare cost estimates for construction of structures 
in the Picacho Arroyo required for protection of the Pieacho lateral of the Rio 
Grande from destructive heavy sediment-carrying flash flood flows in Picacho 
Arroyo, 

Iam advised that the proposed Picacho Arroyo system control project is es- 
sential for the protection of a Government irigation lateral, known as the 
Picacho lateral, serving 8,500 acres of irrigated land below the point where the 
arroyo now enters the lateral. Flash floods originating on the watershed of 
the Picacho lateral flow down to the edge of the valley, strike the Picacho lat- 
eral and fill it with debris or, if the flow is sufliciently heavy destroy a secton 
of the lateral, both occurrences interrupting irrigation service for varying pe- 
riods of time. The heaviest arroyo flows usually occur during the period of 
peak irrigation and of critical crop growth. Withholding of water from crops 
at such times results in substantial crop loss which could, in a single year under 
adverse conditions, equal the estimated cost of the contrel project. This pro- 
posed construction, including two major silt detention structures and a bypass 
channel to carry impounded waters over the Picacho lateral and discharge them 
into the Rie Grande, will provide the protection needed. 

A smaller project of a similar nature was completed in the Lucero Arroyo, 
on the opposite side of the Rio Grande, during the fiscal year 1951 for protection 
of the Leasburg canal. Tf believe that the work now proposed for the Picacho 
\rrovo is equally necessary and desirable and will be fully justified by the bene- 
fits to be derived therefrom. 

The Bureau of Reclamation informs me that that the fiield studies made 
to date indicate that more substantial structures will be required than was at 
first anticipated, and that the total cost of providing the necessary protective 
structures in the Picacho Arroyo will be approximately $250,000. It is esti- 
mated also that 2 years’ will be required to complete the work proposed. The 
Bureau of Reclamation further advises me that from their present analysis of 
all these facts, it appears that funds now programed for this project in the 
tiscal year 1953 will be $75,000 or $100,000 less than would be required to carry 
out the first year’s operations in an orderly manner and to accomplish the work 
in the most efficient way possible. 

I would like to point out that the board of directors of the Elephant Butte 
irrigation district, in a resolution dated January 31, 1952, offered as a measure 
of local support to provide all right-of-way required for the Picacho Arroyo 
structures, to contribute $20,000 toward the cost of the work, and upon com- 
pletion of construction to assume responsibility for all future maintenance. 

I am fully convinced that the facts I have set forth, together with the resolu- 
tion of the board of directors of the Elephant Butte irrigation district, are cer- 
tainly ample justification for the Picacho Arroyo work. 

[ am sure that the total of $833,100 included in the President’s budget for 
soil and moisture conserwation work is fully justified inasmuch as these 
funds are committed to be spent directly for preservation and protection of exist- 
ing Government reclamation projects in which the Government has invested mil- 
lions of dollars. I therefore urge that this item be approved in the amount 
requested. 

I further urge that funds be included in the appropriation for work on the 
Picacho Arroyo and if this is not possible that the Bureau of Reclamation be 
directed to perform this work from funds that can be taken from less important 
work of the Bureau, 

There appears below a copy of a resolution adopted by the board of directors 

of the Elephant Butte irrigation district on January 31, 1952: 
“The board of directors of the Elephant Butte irrigation district requests 
the Bureau of Reclamation to approve and to obtain necessary authorization 
and appropriation of soil and moisture program funds for the construction of 
the complete Picacho Arroyo system control project as outlined in Bureau of 
Reclamation soil and moisture program report R-29-5-2, Rio Grande project 
(New Mexico-Texas) dated December 1951. 

“The board of directors of the Elephant Butte irrigation district agrees that, 
contingent upon the authorization and appropriation of funds for the complete 
project as outlined in the above report, the district will contribute the sum of 
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$20,000 to the construction cost of the project and will assume the cost of opera- 
tion and maintenance of the constructed works as part of project operation and 
maintenance costs chargeable to the district. Adjacent landowners will furnish 
right-of-way free of cost to the Government. 

“The board of directors of the Elephant Butte irrigation district is of the 
opinion that the proposed Picacho Arroyo system control project is essentia| 
for the protection of a Government irrigation lateral, known as the Picacho 
lateral, serving 3,500 acres of irrigated land below the point where the Arroyo 
now enters the lateral. Flash floods originating on the watershed of the Picacho 
lateral flow down to the edge of the valley, strike the Picacho lateral and fill it 
with debris, or if the flow is sufliciently heavy, destroy a section of the lateral, 
both occurrences interrupting irrigation service for varying periods of time. The 
heaviest Arroyo flows usually occur during the period of peak irrigation and 
of critical crop growth. Withholding of water from crops at such times results 
in substantial crop loss which could, in a single year under adverse conditions, 
equal the estimated cost of the control project. 

“Floods occurring in the Picacho Arroyo originate a considerable distance 
outside of the boundaries of the Elephant Butte irrigation district and cannot 
be controlled by the district. 

“The board of directors of the Elephant Butte irrigation district feels that 
the Picacho Arroyo control project can be justified from the standpoint of its 
value in protecting Government irrigation works and the lands dependent there- 
upon for irrigation service. The board recommends the approval of the project 
by the Bureau of Reclamation, by congressional committees to which it may 
be referred, and by the Congress, should tbe projeét come before that body for 
separate consideration.” 


KenNeEWICK Division, YAKIMA IRRIGATION Progect 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 6, 1952. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Interior, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C, 

My Dear SENATOR HAYypeEN: As you know, I have been a strong advocate for 
some years for the completion of the Yakima irrigation project through con- 
struction of the Kennewick Division. I have consistently urged appropriations 
that would permit starting construction of this division. Planning moneys 
have already been appropriated, and I understand construction can start when 
appropriations are available. I feel it unfortunate that the budget does not 
include funds that will permit starting construction. The House Appropriations 
Committee has determined that this construction, which was authorized by 
the Eightieth Congress, is not a new project but is part of the Yakima project. 
The authorization provides for a combined irrigation and power development 
designed to serve 21,000 acres, of which 16,700 acres are new lands and 4,300 
acres are presently irrigated from pumping. It will contribute toward relieving 
the Northwest power shortages through construction of a 12,000-kilowatt power 
plant and switchyard. 

Early development of the Kennewick division is urgently needed because of 
the loss of approximately 7,000 acres of other irrigated lands that were taken 
out of production in connection with the construction of the Hanford Engineering 
Works of the Atomic Energy Commission. At the same time, establishment of 
the Hanford Works added 50,000 people to the area, creating in itself an excellent 
local consumer market for agricultural products. It is absolutely necessary to 
bring this new land into irrigation to put the agricultural economy of that area 
back into balance. The Kennewick Division will provide 375 new farm opper- 
tunities, in addition to furnishing supplemental awater to over 4,000 acres of 
presently irrigated land. 

The total estimated cost of this authorized project was a little over $10,700,000. 
While I realize the difficulty your committee has in considering added requests 
for budget funds, I urge that you give a favorable consideration to including 
construction moneys for the authorized Kennewick project. 

Kind regards. 

Very truly yours, 


Hat Homes, 
Member of Congress 
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CROW CREEK UNIT 


Senator Haypren. | have received a letter from Mr. Lineweaver re- 
garding the Crow Creek irrigation unit. This letter will be inserted 
in the record, 

(The letter referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
3UREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 6, 1952. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
Chairman, Interior Subcommittee on Appropriations, United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: Please refer to the discussions regarding the Crow 
Creek unit, Missouri River Basin project, at the hearings on the Interior appro- 
priation bill for fiscal year 1953 on Wednesday, April 30. In order to clarify the 
record, I advised the committee that the Bureau of Reclamation has suflicient 
funds to proceed with the construction of Crow Creek irrigation unit with the 
allocation of $100,000 under the construction and rehabilitation item in the 1952 
Interior Appropriation Act. The Budget Bureau has recommended an additional 
$500,000 for fiscal year 1953 which the House has approved (see tabulation page 
11, House committee report). There is no prohibition in the reclamation law 
against beginning construction with appropriated funds. You will recall that 
the Interior Department Appropriation Acts for fiscal years 1949 and 1950, how- 
ever, did contain a restriction against filling Canyon Ferry Reservoir until irriga- 
tion facilities were provided for an acreage in Broadwater County equivalent to 
that to be flooded out by Canyon Ferry Reservoir. 

There is a related problem confronting the Bureau, as discussed with the 
committee, which may arise when the Crow Creek replacement irrigation facili- 
ties are completed and ready to deliver water. Section 9 (a) of the Reclamation 
Project Act of 1989 prohibits the delivery of water in these words: “No water 
may be delivered for irrigation of lands in connection with any new project, 
new division of a project, or supplemental works on a project until an organiza- 
tion, satisfactory in form and powers to the Secretary, has entered into a repay- 
ment contract with the United States, in a form satisfactory to the Secretary.” 

Administratively, however, the practice of the Bureau of Keclamation has been 
not to begin construction of a project until there are reasonable assurances that 
the conditions cited can be met. The only general exception is in the case of pub- 
lic land developments where the absence of settlers precludes the formation of 
a district. More than 50 percent of the landowners in the Crow Creek unit favor 
organization of an irrigation district, but 50 percent of the land, as required by) 
Montana law, is not represented among the landowners favoring organization of 
a district. Without a district we would be unable to negotiate a repayment con- 
tract as required by the 1939 act. 

It is because of these circumstances and because of the explanation made by 
the Bureau when the proviso affecting the operations of Canyon Ferry Reservoir 
for power production was omitted in the 1951 and 1952 acts that this situation 
was called to the attention of the Appropriation Committees of the House and 
Senate during the recent hearings on the 1953 estimates. 

What the Bureau desires in this matter, as explained at the hearings of April 
30 is that there be agreement as to our plan to proceed with construction of the 
irrigation system while we give further attention to the water delivery problem. 
It is our plan to report back to the Congress next year, before water deliveries 
begin, with our recommendation for the best solution of the problem. Because 
of the losses to the United States that would occur by operating Canyon Ferry 
at the lower level set forth in the prohibitory provision in the Interior Depart- 
ment Appropriation Acts of 1949 and 1950, we feel that instructions should be 
given in the committee report that the Bureau proceed with construction of the 
Crow Creek unit irrigation system to protect the economy of the area as well as 
the power operations at Canyon Ferry Dam. 

So that the Bureau can fulfill the commitments previously made it might be 
appropriate that the landowners in the area be urged by the committee to co- 
operate in forming an irrigation district that will be qualified to enter into a 
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contract for the repayment of a proper share of the construction costs under the 
Flood Control Act of 1944 and reclamation law. Language to carry out this sug- 
gestion will be provided as requested at the committee hearing on April 30. 
A copy of this letter is-beimg furnished Senator Ecton. 
Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 


CENTRAL VALLEY Progecr, CALIFORNIA 
CONSTRUCTION 


STATEMENTS OF NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL; A. D. 
EDMONSTON, EXECUTIVE OFFICER, OF THE WATER PROJECT 
AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; AND SAMUEL 
LEEDOM, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, WATER RESOURCES BOARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

















1953 BUDGET ESTIMATES 


Senator Haypen. Senator Knowland ¢ 

Senator KNow.anpb. I would suggest that we start with the Centra] 
Valley project, and I will first call on Mr. Northeutt Ely, special! 
counsel, the Water Project Authority of the State of California. 

Mr. Ery. Mr. Chairman, Mr. A. D. Edmonston, State engineer of 
California, who is the executive officer of the water project authority. 
has come here from Sacramento, accompanied by Mr. Samuel Leedom, 
executive secretary of the water resources board, to present to you 
the recommendations of the State for the appropriation for the 
Central Valley project. The budget estimate for the fiscal year 195: 
was $40,000,000. The bill as passed by the House reduced this to 
$37,940,000. 

The State of California, through the water project authority, has 
submitted a detailed recommendation for an appropriation in thie 
amount of $44,650,000. 

Mr. A. D. Edmonston will present the State’s recommendation and 
a statement on behalf of the authority. 

Senator Haypen. You may proceed. 

Mr. Epmonston. My name is A. D. Edmonston, State engineer of 
California, and executive officer of the water project authority. I am 
appearing before you on behalf of Gov. Earl Warren, and the Wate: 
Project Authority of the State of California, in support of a requesi 
of the authority that $44,650,000 be appropriated by the Congress for 
expenditure on construction of the Central Valley project in the fiscal 
year 1953. 

I might state that the State of California and the direct and indirect 
beneficiaries of the project are deeply appreciative of the sympathetic 
and favorable consideration given to this project by this committee. 
There is a construction progress report attached to my statement 
which I would like to file with the committee for the record with your 
permission. 

Senator Haypen. That may be printed in full. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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STATEMENT OF A. D. EDMONSTON, EXECUTIVE OFFICER OF THE WATER PROJECT 
AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA WITH REFERENCE TO AN APPROPRIATION 
roR THE CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT OF CALIFORNTA FOR THE FIscaL YEAR 1953 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is A. D. Edmonston, 
State engineer of California. I am appearing before you on behalf of Gov. Earl 
Warren and the Water Project Authority of the State of California, of which 
I am executive officer, in support of a request of the authority that $44,650,000 
be appropriated by the Congress for expenditure on construction of the Central 
Valley project in the fiscal year 1953. 

The water project authority is the official representative of the State of 
California in matters pertaining to the Central Valley project under construction 
by the United States Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior. The 
authority, since its creation by State legislative act in 1933, has cooperated fully 
and actively with the Bureau of Reclamation in furtherance of all phases of 
the project. 

This committee, through its many hearings on and field inspections of the 
project, is thoroughly acquainted with all its physical features and objectives. 
The State of California and the direct and indirect beneficiaries of the project 
are deeply appreciative of the sympathetic and favorable consideration given by 
this committee to the annual requests for funds for the project. The appropria- 

ons to date aggregate $396,937,427. 

The major features of the originally authorized project, with minor excep- 
tions, are completed and in operation. Im August 1951, the Delta-Mendota 
canal and its appurtenant Tracy pumping plant, the important connecting con- 
veyance link between the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys features of the 
project, went into operation, thus making a firm water supply available through 
the Madera and Friant-Kern Canals to organized, highly developed, agricul- 
tural districts in the southern San Joaquin Valley in need of supplemental 
water. The project works are functioning as planned and designed in produc- 
ing and transmitting water and electric power to areas of use. 

It is recommended that funds be appropriated by the Congress for expendi- 
ture during the 1953 fiscal year in the amounts and on the features as listed 
below : 


Shasta Dam, Reservoir, and facilities___ $1, 000, 000 
racy switchyard Sritihees BaP tie eaten. s 200, 000 
Shasta-Tracy transmission lines coca ey a 150, 000 
Folsom power facilities_.-...._-_- 19, 800, 000 
Irrigation distribution systems —.....____- 17, 500, 000 
Delta steam-electrie plant. _— ~~~ abstain cehubicm Macha 5, 000, 000 
Water right and other studies, investigations and surveys 1, OOO, OOO 


PRR a cies acas lant enhanc thie ema a Acs Mae aS a 


Appended is a report entitled “Central Valley Project—Construction Prog- 
ress, Status of Costs and Recommendations for Congressional Appropriations 
for Fiscal Year 1953.” This report was prepared, utilizing data and informa- 
tion furnished by the region II office of the United States Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, and sets forth in some detail (a) by fiscal years, Federal appropriations 
for the project; (0b) by active construction features—status of costs and avail- 
ability of funds, status of construction and work to be completed after January 
1, 1952, and status of active construction contracts; (c) status of other fea- 
tures; (@) summary of status of costs by active construction features and other 
features not having reached construction stage; and (e) recommendations for 
congressional appropriations for fiscal year 1953. 

It may be noted that the largest items in the foregoing tabulation are for 
Folsom power facilities, irrigation distribution systems, and Delta steam-electric 
plant, 


FOLSOM POWER FACILITIES 


The American River Basin development was authorized by Public Law 356, 
Kighty-first Congress, first session. The project consists of Folsom Dam and 
Reservoir having a storage capacity of approximately 1 million acre-feet, to 
be constructed by the Corps of Engineers, and a hydroelectric power plant 
With a generating capacity of approximately 162,000 kilowatts, and necessary 
hydroelectric afterbay power plants and necessary electric transmission lines 
to the nearest practical interconnection with the Central Valley project trans- 
iission system, to be constructed by the United States Bureau of Reclama- 
tion 
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The total estimated cost of the Folsom electric power facilities, including the 
Nimbus afterbay dam and power plant, is $36,821,000, and the cost of the 230- 
kilovolt steel tower interconnecting transmission line, 20.5 miles in length, 
is $2,635,000. The construction of the power facilities by the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion is being carried on concurrently with the construction of the dam by the 
Corps of Engineers. It is planned to have the project completed and in opera- 
tion in 1954. 

Work has commenced under contracts for the river excavation for the power 
plant structure and for the fabrication of three generators and three turbines 
for Folsom power plant. Contracts have been awarded for construction of 
the power house and the furnishing of penstocks. A contract has been let for 
construction of steel towers and foundations for the 230-kilovolt interconnecting 
transmission line. Bids have been advertised for fabrication of the two turbines 
and generators and for the construction of the dam and power plant for the 
Nimbus afterbay. 

Funds allocated to the power features of the project including fiscal year 1952, 
amount to $9,180,853, which is about one-quarter of the total cost of the project. 
In order that the project may be carried to completion in 1954, it is recommended 
that $19,800,000 be appropriated to the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
in the 1953 fiscal year for the construction of Folsom power facilities. 


IRRIGATION DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 


The Central Valley project, as previously stated, was placed in operation in 
August 1951, making a water supply available through the Madera and Friant- 
Kern canals to the developed agricultural area in the southern San Joaquin 
Valley. Contracts have been entered into between the United States and public 
districts in that area for a water supply, and for the construction of distribu- 
tion systems. The contracts for the distribution systems are repayment con- 
tracts, providing for the repayment of the construction costs to the United States 
by the district in 40 equal annual payments. 

There are 15 public districts in the southern San Joaquin Valley area that 
have contracted for a water supply from the Central Valley project, 9 of 
which have also contracted for distribution systems. Work is progressing on 
laterals for five of the districts, and designs are being completed for the con- 
struction of laterals for the remaining four districts 

Many of the districts that have contracts for the purchase of water have 
no systems for delivering such water. It is essential, therefore, that distribu- 
tion systems be constructed in such districts as promptly as possible in order 
that the area may be served with water and that repayment of project costs may 
be commenced. For this reason an appropriation of $17,500,000 for construc- 
tion of irrigation distribution systems is recommended for the fiscal year 1953. 


DELTA STEAM-ELECTRIC PLANT 


The Shasta and Keswick power plants of the Central Valley project went into 
operation on June 26, 1944, and October 1949, respectively. The combined out- 
put of the two plants during the year 1951 was 2,357,552,000 kilowatt-hours of 
electric energy. 

Steam-electric support is necessary to firm the variable hydroelectric output, 
and to provide stand-by generating capacity in case of failure of transmission 
lines or shut-down of a hydroelectric plant. Prior to 1951 substantially all of 
the electric energy generated by Shasta and Keswick power plants, except that 
necessary for project purposes, was sold to the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 

During the past year the United States and the Pacific Gas & Electrie Co. have 
executed two contracts. The first is the transmission and exchange service 
contract which was executed on April 2, 1951. Under this contract the Pacific 
Gas & Electric Co. agrees to “wheel’ Central Valley project energy from the 
Central Valley project Tracy switchyard and such other points as may be agreed 
upon, to the United States for its own or for its customers’ use. 

The contract with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. for sale and interchange of 
electric power and energy, was executed on October 3, 1951. This contract pro- 
vides for the sale to Pacific Gas & Electric Co. of the output of project plants 
in excess of requirement for project use and the project's customers. The sale 
and interchange contract further provides for integrated operation of the Central 
Valley project and Pacific Gas & Electric systems, mutual stand-by service, 
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exchange of operating information, and cooperation in the maintenance and 
utilization of their electric systems and equipment under emergency conditions. 
Under the contracts the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. undertakes to furnish all the 
steam-electric capacity for firming and stand-by purposes on the combined 
Central Valley project—Pacific Gas & Electric Co. systems. Both contracts 
ierminate April 1, 1961. However, these contracts are only a partial answer to 
the requirements of the situation; they do not provide the independence which is 
believed to be imperative in the operation and planning of an undertaking of this 
magnitude and complexity. Moreover, it should be pointed out that the contract 
for sale and interchange contains a cancellation clause which permits either 
party to withdraw, under certain conditions. 

The Water Project Authority and Goy. Earl Warren, of California, have made 
representations to the Congress in support of the construction of the Delta steam- 
electric plant as an integral part of the Central Valley project, since 1941. It 
was pointed out in those representations that without such steam-electric capac- 
ity and necessary power-transmission lines, the electric energy generated by the 
project would have to be disposed of to and through the privately owned public 
utility operating in the area, and dependence would have to be placed on that 
utility to furnish stand-by service to the important Tracy pumping plant. The 
main transmission lines are substantially completed, but no provision so far 
has been made for a steam-electric plant. 

The presently estimated cost of the Central Valley project, exclusive of the 
irrigation distribution systems, is nearly $600,000,000. It does not appear logi- 
cal for the United States, with such a large investment in works, to depend 
entirely upon a private company to furnish the necessary stand-by electric-power 
service to the vital Tracy pumping plant. It would appear more logical to con- 
struct the Delta steam-electric plant as a part of the project, so as to guarantee 
continuous water service through the Delta-Mendota canal. In addition, the 
Delta steam-electrie plant would be required to assist in meeting the growing 
power demands as presently estimated for northern California. 

The rating of the proposed Delta steam-electric plant, for firming the outputs 
of the Shasta, Keswick, Folsom, and Nimbus plants, is 330,000 kilowatts. If 
plans for construction of the steam plant were commenced immediately, it is 
unlikely that the plant could be completed before the summer of 1955. 

It is expected that the power load in northern California will expand by 
about 2,400,000 kilowatts in the decade 1945-55, to a peak demand of 4,100,000 
kilowatts in 1955. The Pacific Gas & Blectrie Co. construction schedule calls 
for the installation of 1,101,400 kilowatts between now and the summer of 1954. 
Of this amount, a total of 566,400 kilowatts is scheduled for completion during 
1953. The only other scheduled addition prior to the summer peak demand in 
1955 is the Folsom-Nimbus hydroelectric development of the Central Valley 
project; however, the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. plans include the completion 
of its pit No. 4 development by June 1, 1955, and its pit No. 6 development by 
October 1, 1955. On this basis, at least one of the Delta steam-electric plant 
units would be required to meet the estimated summer peak demand in 1955 
with a safe margin of generating capacity. 

The 330,000-kilowatt Delta steam-electric plant could be absorbed without 
prejudice to any proposed hydroelectric development. The output of the plant 
could be readily absorbed by 1956; moreover, it appears desirable to expedite 
coustruction of the plant as a safeguard against the possibility that the Pacific 
Gas & Electrie Co. may not be able to adhere to its schedule of adding 1,101,400 
kilowatts of capacity in the 3-year period 1952-54. 

It is therefore respectfully requested that an initial appropriation in the sum 
of $5,000,000 be made for the fiscal year 1953 to start construction of the Delta 
steam-electric plant. 

In conclusion, gentlemen, I respectfully request on behalf of the Water Project 
Authority of the State of California that your committee recommend an appro- 
priation of not less than $44,650,000 for work on the features of the Central 
Valley project in the fiscal year 1953. 

I thank you. 
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Water Progect AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CENTRAL VALLEY 


PROJECT 





CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS STATUS OF CoSTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS For 
CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR FiscAL YEAR 1953 


WATER PROJECT AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
Sacramento, Calif., May 5, 1952. 
Hon. FRANK B. DURKEE, 
Director of Public Works and Chairman, Water Project 
Authority of the State of California, Sacramento, Calif. 

Dear Mr. DurKeEE: There is transmitted herewith for your consideration 4 
report entitled “Central Valley Project—Construction Progress, Status of Costs. 
and Recommendations for Congressional Appropriations for Fiscal Year 1953.” 

This report has been prepared by the division of water resources, department 
of public works, utilizing data and information furnished by the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation, region II, Sacramento, The report sets forth: (a) by 
fiscal years, Federal appropriations for the project; (0) by active constructio; 
features—status of costs and availability of funds, status of construction and 
work to be completed after January 1, 1952, and status of active construction 
contracts; (c) status of other features; (d@) summary of status of costs by 
active construction features and other features not having reached construction 
stage; and (e) recommendations for congressional appropriations for fiscal year 
1953. 

Particular attention is called to the recommendation in the report for a con- 
gressional appropriation in the amount of $44,650,000 for the construction of 
the Central Valley project during the 1953 fiscal vear. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. D. EpMonsrton, 
Executige Office 








CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS, STATUS OF COSTS AND Reco 
MENDATIONS FOR CONGRESSIONAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1953 








INTRODUCTION 





This report has been prepared by the Division of Water Resources, utilizing 
data furnished by the United States Bureau_of Reclamation, region II, Sacra 
mento. This report. includes coverage of those features of the Central Valle) 
project that were initially authorized by section 2 of the Act of Congress of 
August 26, 1987, the American River Development authorized and added b 
Public Law 356, Eighty-first Congress, first session, October 14, 1949, and the 
Sacramento Valley irrigation canals authorized nnd added by Public Law 83, 
Kighty-tirst Congress, second session, approved on September 26, 1950. 

The Folsom Dam and Keservoir of the American River development, whic! 
are under construction by the Corps of Engineers, United States Department 
ot the Army, are not covered in this report. All other authorized features of 
that development are to be constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation and ar 
discussed herein. 

There are no limitations on the use of appropriated funds for fiscal year 1- 
However, it is the intent of Congress as set forth in the conference report 0! 
the two Houses, printed as Report No. 775, Eighty-second Congress, first session 
that no funds be spent specifically for the following transmission facilities: 





























Keswick-Tracy via Elverta 115-kilovolt line______________ eaten $1, 400, 000) 
Port Chicago-Mare Island 115-kilovolt line and 2 substations________ 300, 000 
Tracy-Patterson-Naval supply 69-kilovolt line and 2 substations__-—- 150, O00 





Central Valley project-Bonneville Power Administration intercon- 

nection and substation, 230-kilovolt, including $400,000 contained in 

Se none en a ace ne eet a he en — 2,100, 000 
Tracy-Livermore-Ames Laboratory line and substation. —~_____.--~~- TOO, OOO 
Tracy-Contra Costa-Clayton-Ygnacio 69-kilovolt line and 2. sub- 

(ATIORE init hee kdb ami sa eets sth pireatog nes eelibctan nas aS a 
Keswick-Shasta Dam area public utility district, 115-kilovolt line and 








1, 170 


105, 50S 


Ly), OU 
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The report sets forth: (@) by fiscal years, Federal appropriations for the proj- 
ect; (b) by active construction features, status of costs and availability of funds, 


status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952, and 
status of active construction contracts; (c) status of other features; (d@) sum- 
mary of status of costs by active construction features and other features not 
having reached construction stage; and (c) recommendations for congressional 
appropriations for fiscal year 1953. 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


The following table presents the appropriations to date made by the Congress 
to the United States Bureau of Reclamation, Department of the Interior, for 
construction of the Central Valley project. 


Amount ap- 


ate of ac aking ¢ iati ‘isee ar e y » 30 . 
Date of act making appropriation Fiscal year ending June 3 propriated 


Apr. 8, 1935 1936 a4 $4, 200, 000 
June 22, 1936 1936 and 1937 (deficiency) we 6, 900, 000 
Aug. 9, 1937 1938 12, 500, 000 
May 9, 1988 1939 9, 000, 000 
June 21, 1938 1939 (work relief) ; 2, 000, 000 
May 10, 1989 1940 10, 000, 000 
Apr. 6, 1940 1940 (deficiency) 5, 000, 000 
June 18, 1940 1941 23, 600, 000 
June 28, 1941 ‘i 1942 34, 750, 000 
Dec. 17, 1941 1942 (national defense) 3, 000, 000 
July 2, 1942 1943 39, 019, 000 
July 12, 1943 1044 22, 569, 000 
June 28, 1944 1945 960, 200 
July 3, 1945 1946 , 500, 000 
Dec. 28, 1945 1946 (deficiency 9, 215, 000 
July 1, 1946 1947 2, 685, 622 
July 25, 1947 1948 ¥, 141, 288 
Dec. 23, 1947 1948 (supplemental) , 405, 000 
May 10, 1948 1948 (deficiency) - ; 1, 000, 000 
June 29, 1948 1949 , 358, C00 
Oct. 12, 1949 . 1950 7 . 789, S90 
Sept. 6, 1950... .- 1951 43, 063, 000 

Do 1951 (withdrawal in accordance with sec. 1214 of 3, 589, 473 

1.51 Appropriation Act 

Aug. 31, 105)...-.- 1952 33, 870, 000 


Total “ ‘ 396, 937, 427 


Average per year. eed 23, 349, 
Allotment by President from Emergency Relief Appropriation of 1935, 


STATUS OF COSTS AND CONSTRUCTION PROGRESS OF ACTIVE CONSTRUCTION FEATURES 


1. Shasta Dam and Reservois 


Total estimated cost. _- . Save . $116, 383, 000 


Cost of June 30, 1951___ Ses Se a - a . 1138, 569, 800 
Funds available fiscal year 1952__- elon i $23, 183 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete ta 1, S90, 017 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: 
(a) Construction of the dam and Vista House is complete. The lakeshore-Sugar 
loaf road has been built by the United States Forest Service. The bridge across 
the channel below the dam has been constructed. There remains a certain 
amount of cleanup work and payment of claims on certain former contracts. 

(0) Negotiations have been completed with Shasta County for construction of 
an access road along the west side of reservoir. Construction should begin early 
in 1952. The United States Bureau of Reclamation will reimburse the county for 
work performed. 

(c) Reservoir clearing in the Pit River area has resumed under the contract 
awarded in 1950. 

__(@) Asquisition of lands and properties for Shasta Reservoir (January 1952) : 
rhere have been acquired about 63,450 acres in the area of Shasta Reservoir at a 
cost of approximately $2,435,000, The lands of several mining companies still 
to be acquired are in the process of reaching settlement. The Shasta Iron Co 
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lands are being condemned and the claims of United States Smelting, Refining , 
Mining Co. and of the California Zinc Co. are in the United States Court of Claims. 


Status of active construction contracts (Jan. 1, 1952) 





a 


Contract | Percent 


Item 
Contractor value complete 








Upper Vista House_-_- | 8S. C. Giles & Co_. Se $286, 925 09 
Rehabilitate ¢ jovernment housing. _. | Mel aniel Construction Co.- eee 225, 534 99 
Clearing—Pit, River area... _____. -“ Wer Fh Massa, 8 x scchtiaicditres wethe b distince 40, 625 75 


2. Shasta power plant and switchyard 





Se ST econ eae en crac $23, 973, 000 
Ct tm Baie OP: SR ee a ici cu ae 23, 633, 196 
ARS MEOURING THEO) WORT FI cine eilitbndenicitien emersce nee einmes 1038, 014 
Estimate of funds required after June IN cae ities atc 236, 790 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
Power plant and switchyard are completed. Alterations on air compressors, 
scioheution: system, and generator cooling systems planned for future work. 

No active construction contracts (January 1, 1952). 


3. Keswick Dam and Reservoir 


Total estimated cost___- Sega eon ee saan ae oo. se 789, 000 
Cast-to: dune 0: TPR eo cs ive + tae 166, 845 
Funds available fiscal year 1952_____ aoe 136, 027 
Estimate of funds required after June ¢ 30, 1952 to comple te_ 486, 128 


Status of construction and work to be completed after esis 1, 1952: (a) 
The dam is completed, as well as the relocation of the railroad spur above Kes- 
wick Reservoir. Some road repair work remains. 

(b) Erosion-control work on small streams tributary to the reservoir is now 
being done by the Forest Service. 

(c) Acquisition of lands in the reservoir (January 1, 1952): There have been 
acquired 1,030 acres in the Keswick Reservoir at a cost of approximately $22,000. 
Lands of the Mountain Copper Co., an English company, are slowly being ac- 
quired, due to difficulty of acquiring necessary signatures. 

No active construction contracts (January 1, 1952). 


j. Keswick power plant and switchyard 





Total estimated cost._.....-- --- ae pees __. $11, 499, 000 
ie Ri oa io Sees ceri mn ia a alee Since ate) 1. 263, 660 
Pins GWOIR Le en PORT) Tee. os a einen 43, 55 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete___---~- 191, 789 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
The power plant and switchboard are completed and in operation. Minor repair 
work on turbine runners and oil circuit breakers remains, 

No active construction contracts (January 1, 1952). 


5. Elwerta switchyard 


Fe RR Ue en avina eantanaaaaiee ee 
a Bi Pe TD. SOO Sips et eantiesnese nthe eitad cbt ticedh sD esereccktod De, 164 
WU VME OIG TIMCRL WORE Tl nk ce ogee 0 
Estimate of funds aaah after June 30, 1952, to complete________- 5, 146, 831 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: («) 
No funds were obtained for this item for fiscal year 1952; hence no progress has 
been made. 
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(vb) Funds previously expended have been for acquisition of right-of-way and 
design studies, 


6. Tracy switchyard 


Total estimated cost___- Pe $8, 200, 000 
Cost to June 30, 1951_- : 5, 973, 485 
Funds available fiscal year 1952 aaa pasate at 1, 289, 715 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete 936, 800 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (@) 
Control building and structures are complete. 

(b) Additional switchyard equipment is being installed. 

(ec) A temporary electric laboratory will be constructed early in 1952 from 
a remodeled warehouse. 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


{ 


5 | ’ aden | Contract | Percent 
Item | Contractor | value | complete 


6 cireuit breakers -- - -. -- ‘ ‘ | Westinghouse Electric Corp --| $138, 220 
5 potential transformers do 13, 225 
115-kilovolt and 69-kilovolt switchyard addi- | Del Monte Electric Co 6 150, 628 
| 
tiens, | 
230-kilovolt switehyard additions cal George E. Miller detiin’ 45, 446 
Structural steel for switchyard additions.._.| Westeo Steel Co 47, 513 
Control-board extensions - ..| Control Instruments & Engineering | 30, 500 
} _Co., Ine. 
Overhead bus material_- ...--....-.}| Gough Industries be ‘ | 10,421 
Temporary electric laboratory le a Campbell Construction & Equip- | 36,670 
ment Co, { 


7. Shasta-Tracy transmission line (via Elverta and Sacramento) 


Total estimated cost $6, 100, 000 
Cost to June 30, 1951 ‘ ‘ - : _ 5,870,501 
Funds available fiscal year 1952___...__---__- sib <steisisbalinictied 143, 000 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952 to complete én 8G, 499 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
The Shasta-to-Oroville 230-kilovolt wooden H-frame transmission line is com- 
pleted and in operation. 

(b) The steel-tower 280-kilovolt transmission line between Oroville and Tracy 
via Elverta and Perkins is complete and in operation. There remains certain 
adjustment of contract claims. 

(c) Acquisition of right-of-way (January 1952): The right-of-way for the 
92-mnile Shasta-Oroville line was purchased for $160,400. The right-of-way for 
the 56 miles from Oroville to Elverta was acquired for $1,172,000, and the 72 
mile section from Elverta to Tracy for $322,500. 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


| | 
| Contract Percent 


tem Contractor 
au berets value | complete 


steel towers and stringing conductor, Flverta t« Donovan-Ja'res $296, 195 


8. Shasta-Tracy (West Side No. 1 and No, 2) transmission lines 


ME IIE CONE cs serene nares _. $11, 000, 000 


Cost to June 30, 1951 ae etal : aie 9, 068, 666 
Funds available fiscal year 1952______._____ Pa tice i - 1, 817, 413 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete_______-_ 113, 921 
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Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
Shasta power plant to Cottonwood (22.2 miles). ‘This portion of the transmis- 
sion line consists of two 230 kilovolt single circuits each on a separate stee! 
tower line. There are two tie lines, of wood construction, from Gas Point Road 
to Shasta substation of the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. Construction of this sec- 
tion is complete. 

(b) The transmission line between Cottonwood and Rio Vista consists of a 
single steel tower 230-kilovolt line and is completed a distance of 164.3 miles, 

(c) Sacramento and San Joaquin River crossing (2 miles). Erection of 
towers is complete and stringing conductors is 10 percent complete. 

(d) Rio Vista to Tracy (26 miles, exclusive of river crossings). Erection of 
towers is complete and stringing conductor is 80 percent complete. 

(e) Acquisition of right-of-way (Jan. 1, 1952). The right-of-way through 
Shasta County is being acquired by blanket condemnation proceedings, the 
actual cost has not been determined. The acquisition of right-of-way from the 
Shasta-Tehama County line to Tracy is complete at a cost of $260,355. 


Status of active construction contracts (Jan. 1, 1952) 


} 
Shin a Contract | Percent 








| value | complete 

aie dtc atts annie | Dinisacnaeeetibdeaseloniadl —— a 
Furnish and erect towers over Sacramento-San Joaquin | Macco Corp $507, 172 99 

Rivers. | 
Stringing conductor, Rio Vista-Tracy Rweldeutiou set | Abbott Electric 79, 210 | 80) 
i Co. | 
Stringing conductor, river crossing _ - atte Saha ode DO ansssrwddeue 33, 467 re 10 
9. Contra Costa canal system 

Tote eetiGaOns CH 6 cece nnn ist esta onlin ons ag Ts OO 

Soom Gre aa TD BI ii i cient inns saa Ea ge ae 7, 348, 753 
Funds available fiscal year 1952.......~...-:-_--.-- ee 80, 016 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete SA aie 370, 23 


=< 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
The Contra Costa canal, main pumping plants, Clayton and Ygnacio relift canals 
and pumps, Martinez Dam and 69-kilovolt transmission line from main pump- 
ing plant to relift plants are complete and in partial operation. Additional 
pumps are to be installed in the main pumping plants on future increase in de 
mands. The capacity of the existing main canal pumping plants is 210 second- 
feet, with a proposed ultimate capacity of 350 second-feet. The cost figures listed 
above for the Contra Costa Canal system do not include an allowance for future 
increase to ultimate capacity of the pumping plants, 

(b) The 69-kilovolt transmission line from Tracy to the main pumps is 
complete. 

(c) The estimate to complete this item includes a 69-kilovolt transmission line 
to Port Chicago. 

(d) Acquisition of right-of-way (January 1952). Right-of-way covering a 
length of 59.1 miles and including approximately 1,000 acres, has been acquired 
for the canal at a cost of $753,152. Most of the right of way for the 69 kilovolt 
transmission line was along lands already acquired for the canal and the remain- 
der has been purchased at a cost of $25,270 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


Contract Percent 


Item Contractor value complete 


Equipment originally for Camp Stoneman substation | Allis Chalmers. _- $38, 976 | ( 
shipped to Port Chicago and sold to U. 8. Army. 


1 Complete but payment not made, 
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10. Delta Cross Channel 
Total estimated cost__ ees suaxde ; _ $11, 839, 000 
Cost to June 30, 1951. ___-_- wadss a ; 1053 1, 678, 022 
Funds available fiscal year 1952_________- tgoesins “ 356, 978 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete 9, 804, 000 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: 
(a) Construction of the Walnut Grove to Snodgrass slough cross-cut has been 
completed, 

(b>) Headworks structures and bridges are complete. 

(c) The proposed Isleton cut is not programed for 1953 f seal year. 

(d) Acquisition of right-of-way for the channel near Walnut Grove is com- 
plete. 188 acres were purchased at a cost of $113,150, 

No active construction contracts (January 1, 1952). 


11. Friant Dam 
Total estimated cost a eee ‘ ; . . $21, 718, 000 
Cost to June 30, 1951__- 7 5 . 21, 491, 529 
Funds avails fise al \ year 19! I nay das'a bein heh 87, 500 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to ‘complete__ ae 138, 971 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: 
(a) The dam is completed. 

(b) Construction of a vista house is planned but is not programed for the 
1953 fiscal year. 

(c) Acquisition of lands and properties for Millerton Lake. (January 1952. 
Millerton Lake, formed by the construction of Friant Dam, involved the acquisi- 
tion of 8,880 acres of land at a cost of $719,331. There remains the settlement 
for flooding one mining claim on Government land. A large portion of the area 
lies on withdrawn public lands, 

No active construction contracts (January 1, 1952). 


12. Friant-Kern canal 
Total estimated cost................. aii etd $59, 710, 000 
Cost to June 30, 1961... -_- gh F an 6. 885, 675 
Funds available fiscal year 1952_- ‘ “8 4 686, 600 


Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952 to complete_.._. 2, 187, 725 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: 
(a) The canal is complete and in operation. 

(>) Repair of the earth lining between Status 3113+00 to 3190+00 is 20 
percent completed. 

(c) A future wasteway will be required if service is given to the Arvin Edi- 
son water-storage district. Additional turn-outs and measuring weirs are to 
be constructed. 

(d) Right-of-way (January 1952). The acquisition of right-of-way for the 
155-mile length of canal is complete at a cost of $2,484,835 for 6,435 acres. 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


j . i p 
Item Contractor | a iansine 
« ' 


pairing earth canal lining : Baun Construc- $47, 550 
tion Co. 


13. Madera Canal 
Total estimated cost______- Soa A : __ $2, 894, 000 


Cost to June 30, 1951 aia wildland ; nance ee 
Funds available fiscal year 1952_. . acteenaed 50, 800 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to comple te. ia 139, 099 
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Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
The canal is completed and in operation. 

(b>) Future work includes construction ef-measuring weits and some asphalt 
canal lining pending outcome of seepage studies. 

(ec) Acquisition of right-of-way (January 1952). Acquisition of Madera Cana} 
right-of-way is completed for the 36.6 miles of canal at a cost of $134,430 for 
approximately 1,711 acres. 


14. Tracy pumping plant and intake canal 


Total astimeaied come 2a kh cei k: Bk es $16, 500, 000 
Cant 40 a ey ttt a i Me ee. igeee ge 927, 7: 28 
Funds available fecal. year 190.0620 ee see 560, 262 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete____—=-- 12, 000 


The Tracy pumping plant and intake canal formerly included fish-contro! 
facilities, which is now a separate item. 

Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (1) 
The pumping plant is complete and in operation. 

(b) The administration building is 40 percent complete. 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


| | 
| Contract | Percent 








Item Contractor value | complet 
| j 
Administration building_-...........-- issbbdacthcldwccdelotzu M. C, Baldwin | $111, 053 | 40 
15, Delta fish-protection facilities 

Total estimated cost cate er ee oy ote ne won ere gee 

Cost to June 30, 1951___ ee ees ee i 308, 308 
Funds available fiscal year 1952___ bi pccineinenainetidieinendihdtldst ah bddig le ddlik 238, 236 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete______-__ 3, 958,456 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
The pilot fish screen at inlet canal headworks is complete but improvements and 
redesign are being made. 

(b) The permanent fish-control works will be deferred until observations 
are made of the pilot-screen operation. 

No active construction contracts (January 1, 1952). 


16, Delta-Mendota canal 


Total estimated cost E ea Se i _ $46, 000, 000 
CE Gib RI i TG aide kkk ek tee cts and ens ec iciiate ds 6h-9 ae a a 
Funds available fiscal year 19: as ee oie i. 3, S40, S42 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete_______~ 723, 180 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
Newman wasteway : Schedule 1, 1.5 miles long is completed ; schedule 2, 6.6 miles 
long, 90 percent completed. 

(b) San Luis wasteway, % percent completed. 

(c) Contract for road surfacing of canal bank between stations 4535-+00 to 
5485-+00 has been awarded, but no progress to date. 

(d) Columbia pumping plant No. 1 and Mowry pumping plant and delivery 
systems are 5 percent complete. No progress to date on the pumping units. 

(e) Rights-of-way: The acquisition of the right-of-way for the 118-mile Delta- 
Mendota canal is complete at a cost of $1,703,087 for 6,804 acres. 
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Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 





| Contract | Percent 


Item Contractor value | complete 


Newman wasteway : wok : 5 | United Concrete Pipe Corp. and |’ $1, 031, 790 
| Vinnell Co, 

San Lris wasteway | Western Contracting Corp 

Columbia and Mowry pumping plants Johnson-Western Construction Co 3 53 

Pumping units for Columbia and Mowry | Food Machinery & Chemical Corp. } 30, 948 


pumping Plants. | 
Road surfacing of canal bank -.----| Vernon T. Dark 41, 151 


eo 


17. Folsom power facilities 


Total estimated cost : : $36, 821, 000 
Cost to June 30, 1951 em is tated Rekaicricacda ata 707, 680 
Funds available fiscal year 1952_ : So as 4 : ee 7, 973, 223 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete 28, 140, 147 


This item includes the Nimbus afterbay dam and power plant. 

Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (@) 
River excavation below the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. dam on the American 
River is 90 percent complete. 

(b) The fabrication of three 60,000 kilovolt-ampere vertical-shaft alternating- 
current generators is 5 percent completed. 

(c) The fabrication of three 74,000-horsepower vertical-shaft Francis turbines 
is 5 percent completed. 

(d) The fabrication of governors for the turbines is 5 percent completed. 

(e) Construction of a headquarters office and warehouses is 35 percent com- 
pleted. 

(f) A contract has been awarded for the furnishing of penstocks for the Folsom 
power plant. No fabrication has begun pending allocation of steel. 

(9) Bids have been received for three power transformers but the contract 
has not been awarded to date. 

(h) Proposed work on Folsom power plant consists of a contract to be let 
about May 1952, which will include power-plant excavation below elevation 210 
feet, power-plant structure and embedded metalwork, switchyard excavation, and 
excavation for and installation of penstocks. 

(i) Bids for Nimbus afterbay turbines and generators are scheduled to be 
advertised in March 1952, 

(j) Bids for the Nimbus afterbay dam and power plant are scheduled for 
advertisement in June 1952. Work will include the dam, first and second stage 
concrete in the power plant, and embedded metalwork. 

(k) Folsom-Nimbus interconnection will be a 69-kilovolt wood-pole line. Bids 
are scheduled to be advertised in April 1952. 

(1) No right-of-way has been acquired to date. 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


Item Contractor Contract | Percent 
} value complete 


Generators vewe i baile Westinghouse Electric Corp. _...-} $2, 525, 000 | 

River excavation Guy F, Atkinson. - 1, 463. 721 

lurbines tei ce Newport News & Drydock Co 1, 629, 625 

Governors for turbines. _ .- \ ._.| Woodward Governor Co.-- } 97, 080 

Construction hes means Mec aleca: ..| da Roza and Ribal, Ine___- 95, 298 

Penstocks Sa ee Southwest Welding & Manufactur- 417, 500 | 
ing Co, 


18. Folsom transmission facilities 


Total estimated cost eS a, ager : $2, 635, 000 


Cost to June 30, 1951___ ‘ Ln a a an J 0 
Funds available fiscal year 1952______ ; 500, 000 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to comple te aa & aon, GeO 
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Status of construction and work to complete after January 1, 1952: (a) The 
transmission line is a 250-kilovolt steel-tower line 20.5 miles in length. Contract 
for construction of steel towers and foundations has been awarded, but no 
progress to date. 

(b) Stringing of conductors is scheduled early in 1953 

(c) Right-of-way is being acquired under a court order signed January 1). 
1952, for an undetermined acreage and price involving 33 parcels. 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 





| 
- pi | Contract | Percent 
Item Contractor | value | comy ws 
Transmission line towers...............----- James H. McFarland.......-.----..| $481, 984 | 0 
19. Irrigation distribution systems 
ee RE ee hn ee ee eS $89, 968, 000 
Cost to June 30, 1951___-- a I a a) 297 243 
Funds available fiscal year 1952__._____----__- iytighs testes ase 14, 488" 007 
Ustimate of funds required after June 30, 1952 to complete incihccgin Sieh 68, 182, 750 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952 

Southern San Joaquin Municipal Utility District—Unit No. 1: Laterals 119.6 
W. and 122.5 W. are complete. Unit No. 2: Schedule 1, lateral 124.5 W., 90 
percent completed; schedule 2, lateral 126.7 W., 20 percent completed ; schedule 
3, laterals 128.3 W. and 129.8 W., 20 percent completed. Unit No. 3: 10 percent 
completed. Pumping unit contracts have been awarded under two specifications : 
Specification 3273 is 50 percent completed specification 3361 is 75 percent com- 
pleted. No progress to date on furnishing motor control requirements for 
pumping plants. 

Lindmore irrigation district—Unit No. 1: Laterals 88.4 W., station 0/00 to 
120/58 and 90.4 W., station 0/00 to 44/67; this unit is 100 percent completed. 
Unit No. 2: Laterals 88.4 W., station 120/58 to 324/80 and 90.4 W. station 
44/67 to 422/90; schedule 1 is 100 percent completed; schedule 2 is 80 percent 
completed. Unit No. 3: This contract is 70 percent completed. 

Ivanhoe irrigation district —Construction of laterals 66.9 W., 68.9 W., and 
69.8 W., and sublaterals, is 20 percent completed. 

Exeter irrigation district—Unit No. 1: Schedule 1 is 50 percent completed; 
schedule 2 is 5 percent completed. Unit No. 2: Work is in progress on the 
design of the unit. 

Lindsay-Strathmore irrigation district—(a) Trauger pumping plant, high- 
level reservoir and intake pipe are 30 percent completed; (b) pipeline from 
pumping plant to reservoir and additional distribution mains are 5 percent 
completed. Delivery of pipe is to be made about May 1952; (c¢) distribution 
piping for pumping plant is 10 percent completed; (d) motor control and 
switchgear equipment for pumping plant—no progress to date; (e) motor-driven 
pump units are 10 percent completed. 

Stone Corral irrigation district—Design work and field surveys are under 
way, preparatory to issuance of specifications for the work. 

Saucelito irrigation district——Bids are scheduled to be advertised in Sep- 
tember 1952 pending contract renegotiation with the district. 

Delano Earlimart irrigation district.—Work is programed to begin about the 
middle of 1953 pending contract renegotiations with the district. 

Madera irrigation district—Unit No. 1. Schedule -1—Bids are scheduled to 
be advertised in May 1952; schedule 2—Bids are scheduled to be advertised in 
October 1952. 

Contra Costa County water district—Unit No. 1: Bids are scheduled to be 
advertised in July 1952. 
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Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


| Contract | Percent 
value complete 
| 


Item Contractor 





Southern San Joaquin municipal utility 
district: | 
Unit No, 1.......-..-....-.--......--...| United Concrete Pipe Corp. 
Unit No. 2 lita deni aie swell leepass wphebenad ai et aedbindbc te cil 
Schedule No. 1 Teed - do. 
Schedule No, 2 bole ct etn dae 
GOOD BOs Be andes sal kb casencccs. do 
Unit No. 3 bs pS cbiohs bites ae a 
Pump units, specification 3273. .........| Berkeley Pump Co 
Pump units, specification 3361 _ - i do Vacs aye 
Motor-control equipment_-.._......-- General Electric Supply Corp-_-- 
Lindmore irrigation district: 
Unit No. 2_. ‘ ‘ .....-..--| Concrete Conduit Co 
Schedule No, 1_--. seu ; do 
Schedule No, 2........-- A do ... 
Unit No. 3- ie ; ..| Steve P. Rados 
Ivanhoe irrigation district: Leterals and | United Concrete Pipe Corp 
sublaterals. 
Exeter irrigation district: Unit No. 1: 
Schedule No, 1 ...---| American Pipe & Construction Co. 
Schedule No. 2 ite athe «. ea 
Lindsay-Strathmore irrigation district: 
Pumping plant._..........-.-- Stolte, Inc., and Fred J, Early Co., 
| Ine, 
Pipeline from pumping plant to reser- | R. A. Watson Co_. 
vorr, 
Pumping units--.-_-..._- Peerless Pump Division of Food 
Machinery & Chemica] Corp, 
Motor control and switchgear equip- | Westinghouse Electric Corp......-. 
ment, | 
Southern San Joaquin municipal utilities | 
district and Lindmore irrigation district: | 
Concrete pipe manufacture - - - ...| Central Valley Concrete Pipe Co 
27-inch diameter and below _-.-.- _.....| Subeontracted to United Concrete |. 
Pipe Corp. 
24-inch diameter and below_............| Subcontracted to American Con- 
crete Pipe Corp. 


Lindmore and Ivanhoe irrigation districts: | 
Concrete pipe manufacture. ..............| Conerete Conduit Co--.- 





20. Central Valley project radio network 
Total estimated cost 


Cost to June 30, 1951 
Funds available for fiscal year 1952--_ 5, 241 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete 303 


Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 
The network includes broadcasting and receiving stations in each district and 
relay stations at several points. The intention is to tie to mobile equipment for 
operation of the project by two-way radio. 

(b) The first contracts for radio communications equipment and buildings are 
completed. 

(c) A contract has been awarded for additional communications equipment 
but no progress has been made to date. 


Status of active construction contracts, Jan. 1, 1952 


! 
| Cc | > 
i | Contract | Percent 
Item Contractor value complete 


‘Communications equipment ; ..| Motorola, Inc $47, 422 
1 


21, General property 


Total estimated cost___- ...--. $3, 091, 119 
Cost to June 30, 1951 Fe ee oer oe 1, 001, 415 
k unds available for fiscal year 1952_...............------------- 1, 212, 860 
Estimate of funds required after June 30, 1952, to complete 876, 844 
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This item includes construction buildings, structures, equipment, and improve. 
ments for such items as residences, dormitories, recreation facilities, garages, 
laboratories, radio rain-gage equipment, and mobile unit substations. The items 
include permanent structures to be used during construction that will later be 
used for operation and maintenance of the project. 

Status of construction and work to be completed after January 1, 1952: (a) 4 
pipeline is to be constructed from Shasta Reservoir to Toyon, the Government 
camp, and to the boundary line of the Buckeye County water district to a con- 
nection with the water district's distribution system. The portion of the line 
to the Government camp has been awarded to the contractor and bids have been 
received on the portion from that point to Buckeye County water district. 


Status of active construction contract Jan. 1, 1952 


Contract Percent 


Item Contractor value complete 


| 
. : ~ * | + . ‘ . 2 « 

Steel pipe from Shasta Dam to Govern- | Southern Pipe & Casing Co........- $83, 311 
ment camp, | | 


22. Carry-over into fiscal vear ending June 30, 1952.—The carry-over of funds 
unexpended in fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, and available toward expenditure 
in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, was in the amount of $1,066,572. 


STATUS OF OTHER FEATURES 


The foregoing portion of this report has covered, for the active construction 
features, the status of costs and availability of funds, status of construction, 
and the status of active contracts. The remaining features of the project while 
not in the active eonstruction class are also in progress in the way of planning, 
surveys, design, and investigation. The status of the progress of these features 
is summarized as follows: 

1. Water rights —This item includes the purchase of the water rights required 
for the proiect and the cost of investigations of existing water rights. An 
amount of $5,341,769 had been expended by June 30, 1951, for this item. 

2. Operation and maintenance during construction.—Funds will be required in 
fiscal year 1953 for operation and maintenance during construction and until 
the features are officially turned over to regular operation and maintenance 
department. When all features are so turned over this fund will be prorated 
to the construction cost of the several features. 

3. Delta steam-electric power plant.—No funds were made available for this 
feature, hence no work has been done. If funds become available in fiscal year 
1953, a contract will he initiated for design and construction of a steam-electric 
plant and investigation and purchase of a site. Due to addition of Folsom proj- 
ect the proposed capacity of the steam-electric plant is now 330,000 kilowatts. 

4. 115-kilovolt transmission lines and substation additions.—This item is not 
programed for fiscal year 1953. 

5. Sly Park Dam and conduits—Planning is under way on this feature. 
Specifications for Sly Park Dam and Reservoir and Saddle Dam and for Camp 
Creek Dam and tunnel will be scheduled when funds become available. 

6. Sacramento Valley irrigation canals.—Studies are continuing on the Sacra- 
mento Valley canals and Mooney Island power plant. 

7. Central Valley project-Bonneville Power Administration interconnection.— 
No funds have been made available, hence no work has been done. 

The status of costs of the project is summarized by features in the following 
table: 
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Central Valley project—Status of costs 


| | } | 
| Amount re- 
Total cost Funds avail-| quired to 
to June 30, able fiscal | complete 
1951 year 1952 after fiscal 
year 1952 


Total esti- 
mated cost 


FEATURE 


Shasta Dam and Reservoir 383, 000 | $113, 569, £00 $823. 183 $1, 990, 017 
Shasta power plant and switchyard 3, 973, 000 23, 633, 196 103, 014 | 236, 790 
Keswick Dam and Reservoir , 789,000 | 11, 166, 845 136, 027 486, 128 
Keswick power plant and switchyard. - , 499, 000 11, 263, 660 43, 551 191, 789 
Elverta switchyard - - - - 5, 200, 000 52, 169 0 5, 146, 831 
Tracy switchyard. -.- : 8, 200,000 | 5, 973, 485 , 289, 715 936, 800 
Shasta-Tracy transmission line (east side) », 100. 000 5, *70, 501 143, 000 86, 499 
Shasta-Traey transmission line (west side) , 000, 000 9, 068, 666 | , 817, 413 113, 921 
Contra Costa canal system , 799, 000 7, 348, 753 £0. 016 370, 231 
Delta cross channe] : | , 839, 000 1, 678, 02% 356, 978 000 
Friant Dam: ; ; | 21, 718, 000 21, 491, 626 87.500 | 38. 971 
Friant-Kern canal___. 59, 710,000 | 56, 885, 675 686, 600 | ©. 137, 725 
Madera canal 2, £94, 000 | 2, 704, 50, 800 | 

Tracy pumping plant and intake canal 5, 500, 000 5, 927. 73 560. 262 

Delta fish-protection facilities. - - , 500, 000 303, 3 238, 236 

Delta-Mendota Canal 000, 000 435, 973 3, 840, 842 

Folsom power facilities 821, 000 707, 63 973, 223 

Folsom transmission facilities . - 2, 635, 000 | 500, 000 

Central Valley project radio network. 385, 000 | 4 145, 241 

General property 3, O91, 119 ‘ "41é 212’ 860 


Subtotal. .._..- O36, 119 253, 927 20, O88, 461 
Irrigation distribution systems nail ¥, 968, 000 07, 243 _ 488, 007 


Subtotal of active construction features 004, 119 337, 551, 17 34, 576, 468 


COSTS OF OTHER FEATURES 


Water rights... ; ; 7, 979, 000 i, 341, 769 8, 231 
Operation and maintenance during construc- | 
tion 2 j 3, 151, 135 2. 161, 097 | 
Delta steam electric-power plant 55, 969, 000 68, 005 
Transmission line and substation additions 35, 907, 800 32, 449 35, 875, 


Sly Park Dam and conduits }, 122, 500 0 , 122, ! 

Sacramento Valley irrigation canals. ; 58, 400, 000 0 58, 400, 

Centralh-Valley project-Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration interconnection . - - 5, 900, 000 0 | 5, 900, 


Subtotal, other features. -.-._...- 173, 429, 435 7, 603, 410 1, 168, 


Total........- ee f 671, 433, 554 | 345,154,580 | 35,744,737 | 200, 534, 237 


RECAPITULATION OF CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT COSTS 


Entire project cost 


Cost to June 30, 1951 
Funds available fiscal year 1952___- 


Estimated cost to complete. 290, 


Total estimated cost____- - : 671, 483, 554 


The foregoing figure of $671,433,554 includes the estimated cost of the irriga- 
tion distribution systems in districts under the Delta-Mendota, Friant-Kern, 
Madera, and Contra Costa canals, in the amount of $89,968,000. The latter figure 
subtracted from the total project cost makes the cost of the remainder of the 
project $581,465,554. . 

Irrigation distribution-system cost 


Cost to June 30, 1951 : , ft : $7, 207, 243 
Funds available fiscal year 1952__ 14, 488, 007 
Estimated cost to complete 68, 182, 750 


Total estimated cost : " 89, 968, 000 
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Entire project cost less irrigation distribution-system cost 





Cok ty Dens 30; SON aii a os ert hs $337, 857, 337 
Fonds avetiadioc fecal weer 19G250 5s. es ee cee 21, 256, 730 
tS ON A a ae i is i bien cenenennne 222, 351, 487 

ecel -Gneene Oe a a ee i 581, 465, 554 


The features included by the Bureau of Reclamation in the Central Valley 
project and the total cost as estimated by it on January 25, 1952, are as follows: 








iit “Eat ee Beeman ee a. cde cece uaa $116, 383, 000 
BI Te lsc eetitineaieiwendinandiidhniges Snes anemic aaa ciesseaiiieaad 11, 789, 000 
Peiamt Dati: Ge ereeev Obi sos k 6 eh a en oh ae ~- 21,718, 000 
TO a Se iis sis ied rican Gta dala cs Weahiogie 7, 979, 000 
Gis Park DO mie CONN <. ceten c ews 6, 122, 500 
TORGT PRM Senet ..4t a a eS... ds ies hie Rae 16, 500, 000 
Delta fish-protection facilities Dicer iNet a Ae anni deine sais taldatiacy are. etna 4, 500, 000 
I I I ao iiciite cailine hata cesta blsetlleiat geet bikcnaceelemsciaste Anrep deen tre 7, 799, 000 
Pe I i on, cinemas es nrlarinanases 2, 894, 000 
NN Og od acl tetas tele niin aoimeiebdipaaeiaaatetnaadiaa ese 59, 710,000 
BS Sem a. SA ee mao omettsctniaite 11, 8389, 000 
TiehereeneG nD ga a. Ce Pk en eS 46, 000, 000 
Sacramento’ River ‘cahalsou 2... 32 tide Ch eeeean 48, 400, 000 
Delta steam plant and ewitchyardas 2. on te ns 55, 969, 000 
Shasta power plant and switchyard_~...--.~-......-.--..-...-_-.. 23, 973, 000 
Keswick nower olaut and ewitciverd.. io. .25 hs on nue 11, 499, 000 
GET OWE a on id en eme nee ne eae 36, 821, 000 
Elverta switchyard__________~- pls dongs atin taste tas i aia ale te 5, 200, 000 
I oases gy ansvicd edi iecnaeemeigren tances eats ata s tensile aomeeeaiil 8, 200, 000 
Shasta-Tracy transmission line (east side) { 230-Kkilovolt) ime tessy 6, 100, 000 
Shasta-Tracy transmission line (west side) (230-kilovolt)_.__--__ 11, 000, 000 
FOioeer tremens Te Sia. en a acd inmeenis 2, 635, 000 
Central Valley project and Bonneville Power Administration inter- 
connection and substation (230-kilovolt)_....._---___----__---- 5, 900, 000 
Transmission line and substation additions__._.__.__._-___._____-__~ 35, 907, 800 
Central Valley project radio network_...._-....-.--~--....._._ 385, 000 
Golnrel TI aia ee eee ees ee eee 8, 091, 119 
Operation and maintenance during construction. Seale deal sieahiyesteihadihdetellias 3, 151, 135 
Total Central Valley project, less distribution system______ 581, 465, 554 
Contra Conte Garnet Gem a eae 6, 106, 000 
Delta-Mendota distribution system .__.._----__- See aeks eee Ae reo 3, 685, 000 
Friant-Kern distribution system___-_- bap bee Sileicest tail mda getge atc sc tecaed ates eh acai 71, 857, 000 
Deere “ORT ONS 2 ii i i enti ied’ 8, 320, 000 
TRE aI DOGIe SNE iia iii deciuecinweccunedds boomy 968, 000 


Cn COU TO cesta esi eceeins ess enamssan bai anves Lalo eh d-eiebchibaaca SD 571, 433, 554 


RECOM MENDATION 


It is recommended that the California Water Project Authority request the 
Congress of the United States to appropriate to the United States Bureau of 
Reclamation, Department of Interior, the sum of $44,650,000 for expenditure 
on the construction of the Central Valley project, California, during the 1953 
fiscal year. The sum is segregated among the several features as follows: 


FEATURE 
A. Shasta Dam and Reservoir and facilities______....._.______--_- $1, 000, 000 
Ry HII OMG. cocaccnksncsacesescccmeetit.e picttat aeons 200, 000 
(Sea recy -teenmentenien fines «oe ech eS 150, 000 
ID UU NITE I in a oa eaten ttn phen edd mip anaes 19, 800, 000 


x 


Biierivektiom  disteation Gystemes cc scccvccscccccca lel 17, 500, 000 
r. Delta steam clectrec-pewer pient..... oe ne eck 5, 000), 000 
G. Water rights and other studies, investigations and surveys 1 000, 000 


TE chit sicsescahaotatite nictedinabiteaaiaptiae nidbbiiamdisis:tacnctiaialaie 44, 650, 000 
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It is further recommended that, the construction of the foregoing Central 
Valley project works be expedited during the 1953 fiscal year to the fullest extent 
possible. 

The water-distribution systems are urgently needed to utilize the water now 
available at main canalside, and the Folsom power facilities should be completed 
as early as possible to assist in meeting the growing requirements of the north- 
ern California power market. 


PROJECT FUNDS REQUESTED 


Mr. Epmonsvon. ‘The document to which I have referred gives the 
construction progress and status of costs and recommendations for 
congressional appropriation for the fiscal year 1953. It is in consider- 
able: detail and gives the information on the distribution systems, water 
distribution systems, that are being constructed by the United States 
Bureau of Reclamation for the district in the San Joaquin Valley. 

It is reeommended that funds be appropriated by the Congress for 
expenditure during the 1953 fiscal year as follows: Shasta Dam, Reser- 
voir, and facilities, $1,000,000; Tracy switchyard, $200,000; Shasta- 
Tracy transmission lines, $1: 50.000 : Folsom power facilities, $19,800,- 
000; irrigation distribution systems, $17,500,000; Delta steam- -electric 
plant, $5, 1.000.000 : water right and other studies, investigations, and 
surveys, $1,000,000 ; a total of $44,650,000, 

In ‘conclusion I respectfully request on behalf of the Water Au- 
thority of the State of California that your committee recommend an 
appropriation of not less than $44,650, 000 for work on the features of 
the Central Valley project in the fiscal year 1953, I thank you. 


BUDGET INCREASE 
Senator Haypen. The House report gives the budget estimate at 
$40,000,000. You are asking for an increase of $4,650,000 above the 


budget d 
Mr. Epmonsron. Yes, sir. 


BON NEVILLE INTERTIE 


Senator Haypen. You are not asking for restoration of the proposed 
Bonneville Intertie ? 
Mr. EpmMonsron. No, sit 


CAMP STONEMAN SUBSTATION ADDITIONS 


Senator Haypen (reading) : 


The substation additions eliminated were for the purpose of providing Govern- 
ment power direct to Camp Stoneman. Testimony given to the committee indi- 
cates that the camp is being adequately supplied by the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
at the present time. 

Do you make any recommendations with regard to that ? 

Mr. Epmonston. No, that is omitted from our recommendations. 

Senator Haypen. When we heard the Department they asked for 
restoration of the intertie for Camp Stoneman, but they did not ask for 
restoration of the intertie for Bonneville. I take it from your state- 
ment here that what you are anxious to do is to promote the final 
completion of the project? 

Mr. Epmonsron. That is correct. 





1006 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


DELTA STEAM PLANT 





Senator Haypen. The only place where I can see any controversy 
is in this question of the Delta steam-electric plant for $5,000,000, Sen- 
ator Knowland. The argument presented to us by the gentlemen 
representing the utility there is that this wheeling contract that has 
been made with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. provides the neces- 
sary steam stand-by which the company owns to firm up the power 
and therefore the steam plant is not necessary. What have you to say 
on that? 

Mr. Epmonsron. I have two or three pages. 

Senator Haypven. If you would highlight it, please 

Mr. Epmonston. We feel that the steam plant i is a necessary part 
of the project because of the fact that it would give dependable stand. 
by for the Tracy pumping plant. If you do not have the steam plant, 
you are depending entirely on the availability of stand-by power from 
the privately owned public utility, in other words. 

Senator Haypen. The question then would be whether the utility 
had the steam stand-by that could take care of the regular customers 
and the irrigation district ? 

Mr. Epmonston. There is also a clause in the contract, Mr. Chair- 
man, a cancellation clause, which permits either party to withdraw 
under certain conditions, so it is not as firm as it might be expected. 

Senator Haypen. I see. 

Mr. Epmonsron. We have always advocated and have asked for 
appropriations for this steam plant, for 10 years. In fact, it was one 
ot the first units mentioned in the original authorization of the proj- 
ect, at the time the first funds were made available. 


IRRIGATION SYSTEM 


Senator KNowLanp. Mr. Edmonston, I would like to get your judg- 
ment from your own observation or from the water project author- 
ity. What has been your feeling as to the progress being made on 
the construction of irrigation features? Does that seem to ‘be mov ing 
ahead in a fairly substantial w ay ¢ 

Mr. Epmonsron. Oh, yes. The m: ijor features are constructed, the 
Shasta Dam, Friant Dam, Friant-Kern Canal, Madera canal, Contra 
Costa canal, Delta-Mendota canal, and Tracy pumping plant. 

Senator Know.Lanp. The canal system ? 

Mr. Epmonsron. The main canal system has been completed, and 
in operation. The distribution systems are not. 

Senator KNowLanp. That is what I had reference, to get the water 
from the canal side on to the land, which after all is the ultimate pur- 
pose for the project for the farmers in the arid areas to get it on the 
land. It does no good to have it on the canal side unless the dis- 
tribution systems are moving and under way. 

Mr. Epmonston. We are asking for $17,500,000 for the distribution 
systems. 

Senator KNowianp. Are there any further statements to be filed ! 

Mr. Exy. That completes our presentation. 

Senator Know.anp. Next is the Southwest Contra Costa Water 
District, Mr. Fred Bold, Jr. 
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STATEMENT OF FREDERICK BOLD, JR., RICHMOND, CALIF. 


SURVEY OF CONTRA COSTA CANAL EXTENSION 





Mr. Boutp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name 
is Frederick Bold, Jr. I am a lawyer from Richmond, Calif. I am 
a member of the law firm of Carlson, Collins, Gordon & Bold, 
which firm is counsel for the Southwest Contra Costa County Water 
District on whose behalf I am appearing today. I have with me, gen- 
tlemen, also from Richmond, Calif., a member of the board of directors 
of the southwest district, Mr. Rodney Brothers. 

Mr. Chairman, I have filed with the clerk of the committee a pre- 
pared statement, it is some eight pages in length. I do not propose 
to read it at this time, and therefore respectfully ask that it be included 
in the record. 

Senator Haypren. That will be done. I have also in my hand the 
statement of Mr. Casey. 

Mr. Botp. The statement signed by Frank Casey is the statement 
to which I have reference. 

Senator Haypen. That will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 





STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF THE SourHwest Contra Costa CouNTY WATER 
District py FRANK M. CASEY, PRESIDENT 


















This is to request the Senate Committee on Appropriations to restore to the 
Interior Department’s appropriations for the year 19538 the amount of $50,000. 
This sum is intended for the completion of surveys begun in 1950 by the Bureau 
of Reclamation which are to determine the economic feasibility of extending 
an adequet from the Contra Costa canal, which is part of the Central Valley 
project, to the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District. The surveys are 
nearly one-half complete and were begun in the year 1950 by order of the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

Because of the tremendous effect that a new source of water will have upon the 
economy of the area concerned, it is of the utmost importance that the com- 
pletion of these surveys be held up no longer. On the findings of the survey rests 
the decision as to whether or not this means of bringing a much needed new 
supply of water to the area is feasible. If this proposed means proves unfeasible, 
then new means must be explored at once to solve this area’s serious need for a 
supplemental source of low-cost water. 

It should be made clear that the requested amount does not obligate the Fed- 
eral Government to commence or build the proposed project. The funds are to 
be used only to complete a survey which is already begun and which is nearly 
half complete. 

The amount was deleted from this year’s budget as a result of an amendment 
introduced in the House of Representatives, Thursday, March 27, 1952, by Rep 
resentative Saylor. The amendment reads as follows: 

Page 12, line 24, after the word “fund”, insert “Provided, That no part of this , 

appropriation shall be used to carry on field engineering survey work, design, or 
nitiate construction of the Southwest Contra Costa Water District system 
to deliver industrial water to the vicinity of Richmond, Calif.” 
_ We wish to point out at this time that the premises upon which the argument 
for adoption of the resolution were based were not valid and that the discussion 
Which followed did not present an accurate picture of the circumstances in- 
volved. We would like to clear up some of the points of confusion that are 
evident and to illustrate that the major part of this confusion is generated by 
those who would oppose any low-cost water program for the southwest Contra 
Costa County area, whose major city is Richmond. 

There is a serious need for low-cost water in the Richmond area, and it must 
be made available before Richmond can expect any significant industrial ex- 
pansion, Water from the Contra Costa canal is now being used for this purpose 
98300—52——64 
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in the major portion of Contra Costa County and has contributed greatly to the 
industrial expansion that has taken place in these portions of the county. We. 
in effect, ask no more than to enjoy the same advantages when competing fur 
the attraction of new industry that other portions of the county now enjoy. 

Not only would this source of water be of great benefit to the area concerned, 
but the Federal Government would realize benefits also, The canal system w:s 
designed to divert a maximum of 350 cubic feet of water per second from the San 
Joaquin delta for use in Contra Costa County. Under practical operating condi- 
tions it is capable of diverting about 205,000 acre-feet annually. To date, the 
actual use from the canal has been only about 15 percent of the potential capacity. 
The Contra Costa County water district in the eastern portion of the county has 
entered into a long-term contract for 86,000 acre-feet of water per year or about 
42 percent of the capacity. To date, this represents the total use from the canal, 
For all practical purposes the western portion of Contra Costa County is now 
the only portion that is not serviced by the canal. 

Not only is the canal capable of furnishing the needed water for this area, but 
the fact that it would sell additional water would make the Contra Costa canal 
itself a better investment for the Federal Government. The original investment 
by the Federal Government in the Contra Costa canal is in excess of $644 million. 
In addition, it must expend each year substantial amounts on overhead and 
maintenance of the canal. These year to year expenses must be met, obviously, 
irrespective of the amount of water sold. Whether 205,000 acre-feet or 86,000 
acre-feet are sold, the original investment and a considerable portion of the 
yearly cost to the Federal Government are the same. 

By selling 86,000 acre-feet of water per year the Government will realize only 
overhead and maintenance returns with no returns on the original investment of 
$6% million. The canal must find users for over 86,000 acre-feet of water in 
order to start realizing any repayment on its original investment. 

Only through extending its services to those areas in the county that have a 
definite need for these services can the canal be said to be used wisely. Increas- 
ing the water sales of the Contra Costa canal as quickly as possible will cause 
financial benefits to accrue to the whole Central Valley project, to the Federal 
Government, and to the people of Contra Costa County. Our contemplated use 
of ultimately 25,000 acre-feet per year of the unused capacity of the Contra 
Costa canal is certainly justified upon this basis. 

Opposition to this project comes from the East Bay MUD who is the current 
supplier of water to the Richmond area. In addition to the Richmond area the 
East Bay MUD supplies water to most of the area directly east and adjacent to 
the San Francisco Bay. The area of the East Bay MUD that falls within the 
southwest district encompasses less than 10 percent of the total water users of 
the East Bay MUD. In their testimony before Congress, before the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, on March 27, 1952, 
they based their opposition to the project on a statement which they say indicates 
that the Southwest Water District would have no users for this water. 

It should be pointed out now that the Southwest Contra Costa County Water 
District intends to supply a commodity that the East Bay MUD does not now 
supply. The East Bay MUD supplies only treated, domestic water that neces- 
sitates a high water rate, whereas, the southwest district would supply raw, 
untreated water at eonsiderably lower rates. 

Mr. McFarland, general manager of East Bay MUD, made the following state- 
ment before the committee: 

“T am pleased to report that the Richmond Industrial Council itself through 
this letter has gone on record as opposing this project.” 

And then Mr. McFarland quotes a letter from the Richmond Industrial Council 
upon which this statement, that it cannot commit itself to the use of this water, 
was based. “The rates quoted by the water district appear to be estimates only 
and not definitely established by engineering cost studies.” 

No one could expect any industry to commit themselves to buy any quantity 
of water without first knowing the price of that water. Further, the price of 
the water eannot be known until the engineering studies and surveys are com- 
pleted. Therefore, no commitments are possible until we reach that point. ‘That 
is why we ask that the $50,000 be reinserted in the budget. 

The East Bay MUD began their statements before the Congress by pointing 
out that their representative in Washington and Mr. McFarland, general muana- 
ger of East Bay MUD, -were successful in getting the amount deleted from last 
year’s budget. They go on to say, “To our astonishment, however, we discover 
there is in this year’s budget, not by name, but as part of the Central Valley ap- 
propriation, an item of $50,000 for the same purpose.” 
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However, when the facts are known the $50,000 that was in the budget could 
not under common reasoning be considered “astonishing” in any form. Certainly 
so far as the people of Richmond are concerned the fact that it was ever deleted 
from the budget is the astonishing factor. So far as the people of Richmond are 
concerned there has never been any question about the logic of funds for this 
survey or about the need for a new supply of low-cost water for industrial ex- 
pansion. Efforts to bring low-cost water to Richmond have been going on for 
the past 7 years and undoubtedly will continue until the purpose is accomplished 
and low-cost water is a reality. 

The search for a source of low-cost water began shortly after the termination 
of World War II. Richmond had grown during the war from a population of 
22000 to over 100,000 and over 70 percent of its entire population was engaged 
in some type of war work. With the abrupt termination of the war work unem- 
ployment became a very serious factor. The anticipated exodus of population 
from Richmond did not occur nor was new industry forthcoming that would 
provide the employment needed to fill the vacuum created by the war work 
stoppage. As a result Richmond developed one of the highest unemployed rates 
in the Nation. Relief payments in Richmond alone placed the county government 
in serious financial difficulties. There was only one way to overcome this problem 
and that was to bring new industry to Richmond that would provide the necessary 
employment. New industry was coming to California at an unprecedented rate 
and so our local chamber of commerce undertook an all-out drive to bring some 
of this industry to Richmond. The drive was backed from its inception by all 
segments of the community including businessmen, industrial leaders, and labor 
leaders. 

It was soon discovered that the fact that Richmond had the second highest 
water rate in the Nation did much to discourage heavy industry from locating 
here. No new heavy industry would locate in Richmond when they could choose 
other locations in the Bay area that could provide water for as little as one-fifth 
of our water costs. 

Meetings and negotiations took place with the East Bay municipal utility 
district, the sole supplier of water to Richmond, in an attempt to obtain a more 
realistie industrial water rate. Richmond had no secondary source of water 
such aS an underground water supply as in the case with most other areas in 
the State. Consequently, it found itself entirely at the mercy of East Bay 
municipal utility district for all its water. In fact, Richmond's underground is 
rendered useless due to the existence of East Bay municipal utility district’s 
San Pablo Dam on Wildeat Creek. Before the dam was built this creek replen- 
ished Richmond’s underground but now the underground has diminished to 
the point where it is no longer usable to any great extent. East Bay municipal 
utility district would make no concessions in its water rates, hence the people 
of Richmond began to look elsewhere for low-cost water so that new industry 
might find it economically feasible to come to Richmond. 

The first attempt was made by forming a nonpublic body known as the North 
Bay mutual water district. This body conducted various surveys to find new 
sources of water, Several plans were advanced bu the most feasible of all the 
plans turned out to be a lateral from the Contra Costa canal. Many thousands 
of dollars raised locally frem the people interested in Richmond and its welfare 
were spent on these surveys and a complete study of the whole problem was made. 

Since the Contra Costa canal is a part of the Central Valley project, the 
Bureau of Reclamation was contacted for their help in this matter. The United 
States Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, headed by Senator O'Mahoney, 
held hearings and studied the Richmond water problem. These hearings were 
held in Washington on October 15, 1949, and on subsequent days. The outcome 
of the hearings was that the Bureau of Reclamation was instructed to commence 
work on the preliminary studies and engineering plans for a lateral to Richmond 
off the Contra Costa canal. 

So that the Richmond area could contract with the Bureau of Reclamation for 
the water, and also to serve as the agency for delivering the water to various 
points in Richmond, the southwest Contra Costa county water district was 
formed. It was formed by an 8-to-1 vote of the people of the district with the 
expressed purpose of contracting with the Bureau of Reclamation for water 
from the Contra Costa canal as a source of cheap water for industrial expansion. 

It had taken from 3 to 4 years since the end of the war to reach this point. 
During this time the East Bay municipal utility district had done nothing 
except reiterate time and again that they would not reduce Richmond's indus- 
trial water rates. Their first overt act, however, against the plan to bring 
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Contra Costa canal water to Richmond came on the eve of the election to. form 
the southwest Contra Costa County water district in November of 1949. At 
that time they sent a first-class letter to all residents of the district urging them 
to vote against the formation of the district. The letter had little effect. 

After the formation of the southwest district the Bureau of Reclamation began 
work on the survey and engineering data to determine the feasibility of the 
project. The entire project, if the surveys and engineering data proved it was 
feasible, was to be financed by appropriations on a year-to-year basis by the 
Congress. When the project was completed and in operation its original cost 
was to be repaid to the Federal Government from the sale of the water. One 
year’s work of study and planning, costing several thousand dollars, was spent 
on the project by the Bureau of Reclamation. The survey and engineering 
data was over half complete when the East Bay municipal utility district decided 
that it would stop this project at all costs. 

East Bay Municipal Utility District hired a Washington attorney, by name 
Northcutt Ely. He was hired to block the following year’s appropriation which 
would have completed the survey and engineering data. He was successful in 
getting the amount deleted from the budget for the fiscal year 1951—52. The 
southwest district was given no warning of this move, no opportunity to testify, 
no opportunity to present it case to Congress. 

To repeat, the surveys and engineering data were better than half complete. 
Over $30,000 had been spent on them. The work had been commenced on the 
erders of the United States Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Aflairs 
Yet by misrepresenting the facts and confusing the issues East Bay Municipal! 
Utility District was able to stifle, at least for the time, Richmond’s chances of 
getting low cost water. 

The position taken by the southwest district had always been clear. The 
southwest district was waiting the outcome of the surveys to determine if the 
proposed lateral off the Contra Costa canal was feasible. All available facts 
indicated that it was, but the district wanted the surveys completed so that it 
would know the exact price the delivered water would cost and how much in 
savings it could ofier present and potential large water users. However, with 
the funds deleted from the budget, the surveys were stopped for over a 
year. This meant that the only. work the district could proceed with was to 
hold the election, which is required under Federal law, to gain the voters ap- 
proval of the proposed contract with the Federal Government. With this step 
out of the way the work of the district could proceed uninterrupted if the sur 
veys could be completed and if they proved feasible. 

The southwest district called an election to gain the electorate’s permission 
to enter into the contract with the Federal Government—the only step it could 
take. The voters voted “Yes” by a 5-to-l margin. The vote was a tre- 
mendous vote of confidence for the district in view of the fact that East Buy 
Municipal Utility District spent many thousand dollars of the taxpayers’ money 
to defeat the election. East Bay Municipal Utility District took full page ads in 
all the local newspapers, hired a firm of attorneys to try to find fault with the 
election, hired the ex-State engineer to lobby against the district before the 
districts securities commission, and had their employees take time off from their 
duties to appear at service clubs where the election was to be discussed. Al! 
of these expenses were paid out of tax funds. 

On the other hand, the campaign in favor of a “Yes” vote on the contract was 
carried on by a citizens’ committee who raised their own funds to cover expenses 
of the campaign. None of the expenses incurred by this citizens’ committee were 
paid out of tax funds, since it was felt by the southwest district that the 
use of tax funds either to promote or defeat an election is a highly questionable 
procedure. 

East Bay Municipal Utility District used other means also to defeat the work 
of the southwest district. One of its first moves after it realized that the south 
west district was well on its way toward bringing cheap water to Richmond was 
to reduce industrial water rates by one-fourth. They implied that what the) 
could give they could take away and so local large water users, anxious to 
protect this new savings, relaxed their efforts against East Bay Municipal Uti! 
ity District despite the fact that even with this reduction the rate was still one 
of the highest in the Nation. The new rate was 12 cents a thousand gallons 
while the rate to users of Contra Costa canal water was 3 cents per thousand 
gallons. Thus, the new rate was far from being competitive in the attraction of 
new industry and Richmond was still at a great disadvantage. 
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But the strange fact is this. The southwest district, through the Bureau of 
Reclamation, asks only $50,000 with which to complete the surveys which were 
nearly 50 percent completed when they were stopped. Yet, East Bay municipal 
utility district has spent at least $50,000, and perhaps more, in lobbyist fee, 
campaign expenses, and employees’ time off for electioneering, to keep the 
surveys from being completed and to defeat the work of the southwest district. 

The astonishing factor is not that the $50,000 was in the budget but instead 
the reasons why East Bay municipal utility district is so anxious to keep the 
surveys from being completed. Perhaps East Bay municipal utility district is 
afraid of what the surveys will show; namely, that water can be brought to 
Richmond for a fraction of the cost now charged by East Bay municipal ufility 
district. 

The $50,000 should astonish no one. It was put there to complete a job that 
was ordered by a United States Senate committee. There is little logic in 
spending over $30,000 for half a survey. In fact, it is an irresponsible waste 
of money not to complete the survey. That is the simple truth, and there are no 
other valid issues involved. 

We submit that funds should be allowed for the completion of this survey for 
three reasons : 

(1) That it is an illogical waste of money not to complete this survey after so 
many thousands of dollars have ben spent upon it. 

(2) If the project does prove economically feasible on the basis of the surveys, 
then definite financial benefits will accrue for the Federal Government through 
the selling of larger quantities of water from the Contra Costa canal. 

(3) Tremendous benefits will accrue to an area that is now at an extreme 
disadvantage in attracting new industry which is absolutely essential to the 
future of the community. 


RESTORATION REQUESTED 








Mr. Boup. We are here today, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, to ask you to restore to the appropriation for the Bureau 
of Reclamation an item of $50,000 for the purpose of completing an 
engineering field study of a proposed lateral which bring bring cheap 
industrial water from the Contra Costa canal to the city of Richmond. 
The southwest district includes the city of Richmond and a small 
amount of territory unincorporated outside of the city of Richmond. 
We are not here proposing an appropriation for the purpose of con- 
structing this lateral or even of negotiating a contract for it. We are 
asking that this appropriation be restored to complet» a survey which 
was begun in 1949 and is half finished and at a cost of about $50,000, 
actus ally a little less than that, in order to complete the survey. 

You gentlemen know that the Contra Costa canal ends at Martinez, 
Calif. Richmond is an industrial city some miles to the west. 

Senator Harpen. How far? 

Mr. Bory. Depending upon the manner in which it is measured, 
from 10 to 15 miles. There are various proposed routes by which a 
canal might connect, or a lateral might connect, with the canal. 








EXCESS WATER IN CONTRA COSTA CANAL 







































































































































































































There is an enormous amount of excess water now in the Contra 
Costa canal. Actually at the present time only about 15 percent of 
the capacity of the canal is being used. Richmond is an industrial 
town that needs a source of cheap raw water. We have no source 
of raw water now. Salt-water intrusion has made our wells useless, 
and our present East Bay municipal utility district supplies only 
treaty water for domestic use, which of necessity is expensive. 

A number of years ago it was proposed, therefore, that we might 
build a lateral to bring this cheap raw water from the Contra Costa 
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canal to the industries of Richmond, and to that end the souhwest 
district was organized by a vote of 8 tod. In 1949, in October, the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs studied this matter 
under the chairmanship of Senator O’Mahoney. 

After extensive hearings that committee instructed the Bureau to 
make a survey to determine whether this proposal is practical, feasible, 
and wise. ‘The survey was commenced, and the alternate routes were 
studied. The best’sites for a proposed terminal were considered ; and, 
in all, $34,659 was spent. The survey was about half done, and then 
it was stopped. All we are asking is that the survey be completed. 

Senator Haypen. When was the date of the stoppage? 

Mr. Bop. It was stopped at the end of the fiscal year 1951. It was 
stopped, Mr. Chairman, because the East Bay municipal utility <is- 
trict appeared before the House committee, and this committee and 
requested and obtained in the bill an express specific prohibition that 
none of the funds of the Bureau might be expended during fiscal 195z 
to make any survey or even to enter into any negotiations between the 
Bureau and the southwest district. So, the survey was stopped sud- 
dently and absolutely. 

Now, this year it was included again in the bill for the Bureau's 
appropr iation, and the House committee approved this item of $50,000, 
but it was deleted again, and again at the request of the municipal 
utility it was deleted on the floor “of the House. 


LANGUAGE LIMITATION 


Senator Haypen. I am a little puzzled because the notation I have 

here states [reading]: 
Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to carry on field 
engineering, survey work, design, or initiate the construction of the Southwest 
Contra Costa County Water District System to deliver industrial water to the 
vicinity of Richmond, Calif. 

That was offered by Mr. Saylor of Pennsylvania and adopted in 
the House. 

Mr. Boxp. As I understand the prohibition that was put in the bill 
before the House, it says to the Bureau : “Do not use any money to make 
a survey or to negotiate a contract or to build a later al.” Now the last 
two clauses are surplusage. We are seeking only an appropriation to 
finish a survey to get the facts. I fail to see how anyone can make an 
intelligent decision on this project, which is vital both to the Govern- 
ment and to the people of Richmond, until first we get the facts. We 
are not proposing at this time; we do not intend to enter into a con- 
tract until first we determine that it would be practicable for us to do 
so, the test of practicability being, Will this project. result in delivering 
cheap industrial water to Richmond, water for which there is a sub- 
stantial market? If it cannot be done, we in Richmond will have none 
of it. 

I am sure that the Bureau of Reclamation and the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Congress of the United States are saying to them- 
selves and always will, “We are not going to negotiate or sign any 
contract until it has been established by sound engineering survey that 
it is practicable to do so.’ 
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May I invite the committee’s attention to the fact that in their report 
last year they stated: 


If satisfactory agreements cannot be reached, the committee next year will 
take another look at the problem. 

[ am happy to note that the committee is now taking another look 
at the problem, and I might point out that this is the first time that 
the southwest district has appeared before either the committee of the 
Senate-or the committee of the House, either last year or this year, to 
put upon the record our positions and our view. We feel that this 
problem must be approached from two points of view, first, from the 
standpoint of the Government and, second, from the standpoint of 
the district. By the district I mean the people of Richmond and its 
environs, 


RICIEMOND LATERAL PIPELINE 


To the Federal Government the proposed lateral to serve Richmond 
is of tremendous importance. It is important in order to protect the 
investment of the Government in the Contra Costa Canal. The Contra 
Costa Canal cost $6.5 million. It has a capacity of 205,000 acre-feet 
a year, and at the present time we are only diverting 15 percent of the 
capacity of that canal. 

The present service area of the canal. the county water district 
last year contracted with the Government a 40-year contract, but the 
maximum ultimate annual consumption of water as a result of the 
long-term contract is only 42 percent of capacity of the canal. They 
have contracted to take ultimately 86,000 feet out of a capacity oi 
over 200,000. The result is that the canal at present is scarcely m: aking 
its operation and maintenance costs. At the present rate the Govern- 
ment’s capital investment is not being paid off and will not be paid off. 

It is, therefore, important that we examine this project to see if we 
cannot expand the base of the Contra Costa Canal, if we cannot extend 
the usefulness of this great project. If we can, the enormous quan- 
tities of water that will be taken by the Richmond area will substan- 
tially contribute to paying off the Government's investment that it has 
already made. This is not a matter of subsidizing a supply of water 
for Richmond, it is just the opposite. 

The Richmond area says, “If this is practical, if we can do it, we 
will pay for it, for the total cost of the project, to bring the water to 
Richmond, and we will lien our land to guarantee to the Government 
that it will be repaid.” 

Senator Knowianp. Are there any estimates at the present time 
as to what the industrial use of water in Richmond amounts to / 

Mr. Botp. Yes, Mr. Senator, we have made studies of the consump- 
tion of water in the Richmond area. You realize, of course, that the 
actual quantity that an industry will take will depend upon its price. 
For example, Standard Oil Co. consumes hundreds, thousands, mil- 
lions of gatlonsof water a day, salt water, for cooling purposes.. They 
would buy raw industrial water if it were cheap enough. 

Senator Knownanp. Do you thing that raw industrial water can 
be supplied at a price as cheaply as salt water ? 

Mr. Born. If you consider all the factors that are connected with 
the use of salt water, the deterioration of boilers and pipes and so on, 
it is much cheaper to use raw canal water than it is to use salt water. 
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Evidence the fact that industries in the northern part of the county 
use canal water rather than salt water when the bay water is there. 
We estimate that we will have a demand for 25,000 acre-feet of water 
per year in Richmond. But our demand, what will be consumed, thie 
whole project first depends on how much it is going to cost because our 
water rate depends on what the Government charges us and the Goy- 
ernment’s charge depends on how much the project costs because the 
(rovernment has to get its money back. If we can find out how much 
this cost is, we will know our water rate, and then industry and Con- 
gress can take a look at this thing and determine whether it is wise 
and feasible and practical. 

That is why we want the survey completed. 

Senator Knowtanp. Will this survey that you are proposing be 
completed cover the costs merely to canal side or to the end of the 
pipeline or will it include the costs of the distributing systems to the 
industry ¢ 

Mr. Born. It will not include the cost of distributing system for 
this reason: The proposal is that we build our own distribution sys 
tem, not an elaborate one, just a single pipeline to run to the industrial 
area. We only supply industry, large consumers of water. 


COST OF SURVEY 


Senator Haypen. Senator Knowland, I find the following: 

An analysis of the $50,000-item program for the southwest Contra Costa dis 
trict indicates the following breakdown: (1) To cemplete field work including 
field-engineering data, $30,000; (2) to prepare preliminary plans and designs 
necessary to determine the approximate final cost of the proposed facilities but 
not to the extent necessary to issue specifications, $19,500; and (3) for very pre- 
liminary discussions in connection with negotiation of the repayment contract 
and related activity, $500, 

Mr. Botp. The project, if I may add, Mr. Chairman, is to build this 
Jateral pipeline from the canal to a point near Richmond in the area 
behind the Richmond Golf Club where there is a natural reservoir site 
there. That would permit us to pump it off peak hours from the canal 
and have certain storage areas. The southwest district would receive 
it there. That would be the end of the Government’s construction 
project. Ce 

Now, it is essential to the district to determine the practicability of 
this thing to know what the Government is going to charge us for the 
water at that reservoir. It is essential to the consumer, to the indus- 
try, to know what he is going to be charged for water at his plant. 
The delivered price of water to the ultimate user will be the cost to 
the district, the Government’s cost to the district plus the district's 
own cost of bringing water from the reservoir to the industry. 

A single pipeline, we feel that that cost is going to be small, but 
both of these factors must be examined before you can determine 
whether this thing is wise. TI stated that we should look at this not 
only from the point of view of the Government in protecting its 1n- 
vestment but from the point of view of the city of Richmond itself. 
Richmond is an industrial city. During the war its population in- 
creased fivefold. To keep that population employed depends upon 
having industry there, getting more industry. Having industry there 
now depends upon cheap water, Getting industry in the future de 
pends upon having a water right. Those are the things we want. 
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RICHMOND WATER PROBLEM 


Gentlemen, cheap water is our No. 1 civic problem in Richmond. 
It is the prime factor in our future prosperity. We are interested 
not in building a canal, not in contracting for one, but in determining 
whether this proposal is reasonable and wise as a source of cheap 
water. That is the whole element of economic feasibility. We want 
the facts that we can get by the completion of this survey. 

The question must arise in your mind that if you people in Rich- 
mond need this water so badly and if all you want is a survey, why is 
there an opposition to the appropr iation? You gentlemen know that 
there is opposition here. So you gentlemen must ask: Why do you 
people in your own district not get together on this thing? Why is 
there not a unanimity to the thing? Gentlemen. the answer to that 
is simply this: There is a un: nimity of opinion on this proposal, there 
is now 100-percent support of it in the southwest district. There is 
no opposition within the southwest district from this proposal. The 
only opposition we have encountered is from the East Bay Municipal 
Utility District. While it is true that the East Bay Municipal Utility 
District does include Richmond and most of the southwest area within 
its own territory, it also serves 9 other cities and large unincorporated 
areas, and only 10 percent of its business comes from Richmond. 

That is why we say that the only opposition to our project does not 
come from within our own district but from outside; that we are 
unanimous at home in supporting this thing. 

Last year when our appropriation was cut off as a result of the 
request of the East Bay district, southwest was completely stymied. 


The only hope we had was from the language of your report, “Next 


year we will take another look at this thing.” There was nothing to 


do except wait for next year and come back to the Congress and ask 
them again to finish the survey so we will know whether this is a wise 
thing. In the meantime, while we did this, when we came back here 
this year we wanted to be able to show you, prove to you, that we are 
100 percent for it. We wanted to show you that we mean business. 
We wanted to show you that our people are willing to lien their land 
to pay for the cost of this project if it proves to be practical. So we 
said to our people, “Will you authorize us, the directors of southwest 
district, to enter into a contract? Will you give the directors of 
southwest district the authority on behalf of the people of Richmond 
and its environs to enter into a long-term contract for cheap water 
with the Government?” And the significant fact is that in the elec- 
tion it was passed five to one. 

Maybe it was premature, premature for this reason, that there never 
will be any contract, we will never exercise this authority we have been 
given if the project does not by the engineers’ survey show itself to 
be a practical one. But when we put. the matter up to vote, the 
chamber of commerce, the Richmond Council of Industries, fifty-odd 
civic groups, labor unions, and so forth, they approved it. Not one 
group in Richmond opposed it. There was only opposition from the 
Kast Bay municipal utility district, which spent thousands of dollars 
inradio and new spaper advertising and to no avail. 
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POSITION OF COUNCIL OF RICHMOND INDUSTRIES 


Now on February 7, 1952, before the House committee, the manager 
of the East Bay municipal utility district said two things: (1) This 
district would be in competition with East Bay. The answer to that 
is simply that we propose to serve a different product, untreated raw 
water, not expensive water. The raw water is something that East 
Bay cannot supply now and will not be able to supply. Then they 

said, no, there really was not a unanimity of opinion on this; that the 
Richmond Council of Industries was opposed to it. 

The Richmond Council of Industries represents 87 percent of our 
assessed valuation in Richmond. At page 1541 of the House com- 
mittee report, the statement was made by this witness, “The Richmond 
Industrial . ouncil has gone on record as opposing this project.” Mr. 
Chairman, I desire to set the record straight by pointing out that the 
statement is not true because the witness misinterpreted the letter. 

I have with me a copy of a later letter written by the same R. P. 
Copeland, chairman of the Council of Richmond Industries, and I 
would request your permission to include it in the record. 

Senator Haypen. That will be done. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


COUNCIL OF RICHMOND INDUSTRIES, 
Richmond, Calif., May 7, 1952. 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN : We have been informed that in hearings before the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, a letter of ours, 
dated February 5, 1952, was apparently used by counsel as supporting evidence 
to accomplish the deletion of a $50,000 appropriation included in the bill for 
1953 for continuing a partially completed survey for the installation of a lateral 
from the Contra Costa Canal to the city of Richmond and a storage reservoir 
located in the vicinity of Richmond. 

We are aware of the importance to the development of our city of an ade- 
quate supply of a cheap industrial water and desire to insure future water 
rights for this area. We would also like to have definite figures as to what the 
canal water would cost delivered to our plants, realizing that such cost esti- 
mates can be made available only if an accurate survey is made. 

We wish it understood that it was not our intention to have the appropria- 
tion for continuing the survey deleted, but that work on the major project be 
withheld until such time as results of the survey prove that delivered water 
rates are substantially below those now existing and further that industrial 
consumers of this quality water are assured. 

Very truly yours, 
R. P. CopELanp, Chairman. 


Mr. Borp. Mr. Chairman, may I conclude my remarks by reading 
this letter ? 

Senator Haypen. Certainly. 

Mr. Bop. This is dated May 7, 1952, from the Council of Rich- 
mond Industries, Richmond, Calif.. to the Honorable Kenneth Me- 
Kellar, chairman of the Senate Appropriations Committee, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C., and reads as follows: 


GENTLEMEN: We have been informed that in the hearings before the subcoi- 
mittee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives, a letter of 
ours, dated February 5, 1952, was apparently used by counsel as stipporting evi- 
dence to accomplish the deletion of a $50,000 appropriation included in the bill for 
1953 for continuing a partially completed survey for the installation of a lateral 
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from the ©ontra Costa canal to the city of Richmond and a storage reservoir 
located in the vicinity of Richmond. 

We are aware of the importance to the development of our city of an adequate 
supply of cheap industrial water and desire to insure future water rights for 
this area. We would also like to have definite figures as to what the canal water 
would cost delivered to our plants, realizing that such cost estimates can be 
made available only if an accurate survey is made. 

We wish it understood that it was not our intention to have the appropriation 
for continuing the survey deleted, but that work on the major project be with- 
held until such time as results of the survey prove that delivered water rates are 
substantially below those now existing and further that industrial consumers 
of this quality water are assured, 

Very truly yours, 
R. P. CopeLanp, Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, that letter expresses the view of the 
southwest district. We want the facts as to whether this is feasible. 
We can get them only by the survey. We are not proposing to build 
a lateral now, we are not proposing to enter into a contract now. It 
would be utterly foolhardy for the southwest district or the Bureau 
of Reclamation to build a lateral or even have negotiations until they 
first got the facts. 

Senator Haypen. What representations were made on behalf of 
the southwest district before the House? 

Mr. Botp. None; this is the first time we have appeared before either 
committee of Washington. This is the first time we have been in 
Washington to state our position. 

Senator Haypren. Apparently the House subcommittee did not in- 
clude this language in the bill? 

Mr. Boto. That is right, they approved the appropriation of $50,000 
to finish the survey. It was deleted on the floor of the House, Senator. 

Senator HAypen. I see. 

Mr. Boro. We want you to make it possible for the benefit of the 
Government and the district to determine whether this project is 
feasible and whether Richmond can get the cheap industrial water it 
so desperately needs. 

Thank you kindly. 

Senator KnowLanp. Next we have Mr. Louis J. Breuner, Mr. John 
W. MacFarland, and Mr. Northeutt Ely. 


STATEMENTS OF LOUIS J. BREUNER, PRESIDENT OF THE BOARD 
OF DIRECTORS OF THE EAST BAY MUNIPICAL UTILITY DISTRICT; 
JOHN W. McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER OF THE EAST BAY 
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT; AND NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL 
COUNSEL TO THE EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 


PROVISION PROHIBITING USE OF SURVEY FUNDS 


Mr. Exy. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Louis J. Breuner, president of the 
board of directors of the East Bay municipal utility district, and Mr. 
John W. MeFarland, general manager of the East Bay municipal 
utility distriet, will testify. I will make a brief introductory state- 
ment, if I may. 

The issue before this committee is whether or not you shall adhere 
to the action of the House of Representatives which by a vote of ap- 
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proximately 3 to 1 included in the appropriation bill now before you 
the following prohibition : 


Congressional Record, March 27, 1952, page 3109: “Provided, That no part of 
this appropriation shall be used to carry on field engineering survey work, design, 
or initiate construction of the southwest Contra Costa water district system to 
deliver industrial water to the vicinity of Richmond, Calif.” 


The debate in the House makes it clear that this prohibition was 
adopted because this aqueduct would put the Federal Government into 
a business which Congress had not authorized, the supplying of indus- 
trial water with no relation to reclamation; would subsidize competi- 
tion with an existing public agency; and would do this through an 
appropriation bill instead of a legislative bill. If the principle is 
wrong, neither $50,000 nor any other amount should be appropriated 
to initiate it. 

On January 28, 1952, the southwest Contra Costa County water 
district appeared before the California Districts Securities Commis- 
sion asking for the advice of that commission as to a proposed con- 
tract with the Bureau of Reclamation. On February 26 the south- 
west Contra Costa water district held an election on a proposed con- 
tract with the Bureau of Reclamation. 

The statement has been made before you today that: 


It should be made clear that the requested amount does not obligate the Federa! 
Government to commence or build the proposed project. The funds are to be 
used only to complete a survey which is already begun and which is nearly 
half complete. 


However, on February 18, 1952, there appeared in the Richmond 
Independent an advertisement which I hold in my hand and I will read 
it to you. This was published by the proponents of this same south- 
west district. 


What the special election Tuesday, February 26, is all about. 

A yes vote authorizes the directors of the southwest water district to sign 
a contract with the Federal Government for a new supply of cheap raw water. 

A yes vote obligates the Federal Government to build the Richmond lateral 
project through which Central Valley water will be transported to our com 
munity. 

A yes vote obligates the Federal Government to maintain the project during 
the 40-year term of the contract. 

A yes vote means that the cost of building and maintaining the local project 
will be borne by the Government and repaid to them by the sale of water to 
industrial users. 

A yes vote will give the Government and the district an opportunity to sign 
a contract which will establish a water right for Richmond, without which a 
county can wither and fade away. 

A firm supply of cheap water is the key to Richmond's future. 

A yes vote means that the maximum price the Government can charge is only 
one-third to one-half the price now charged by the Alameda-dominated East 

say Municipal Utility District. 

No cost to local taxpayer. Despite the propaganda of Alameda interests 
and others who would profit by the defeat of this community program, it is 
a fact that the costs of bringing cheap water to Richmond will be repaid over a 
40-year period from the sale of water to industry users. 

Defeat Richmond's enemies—win cheap water—vote yes Tuesday, February 26. 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR CHEAP WATER 


Which statement is correct—the one made to you today, or the one 
made to the voters? 

When we saw that advertisement we inquired of the Bureau of Rec 
lamation whether these representations to the voters of the southwest 
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Contra Costa district were true or not, whether there was a contract 
with the Bureau that would do these things as represented. On Feb- 
ruary 20, Mr. Goodrich Lineweaver, Acting Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, responded to me as follows: 


This confirms my letters of January 18 to Mr. McFarland, of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, and of January 22 to you, concerning the status of 
contract negotiations with the Southwest Contra Costa County water district. 
The Bureau of Reclamation has had no contract negotiations with this district 
during fiscal year 1952. 

In response to your letter of February 19, I advise that, so far as the records 
of the Bureau of Reclamation show, the United States is not a party to any 
contract with the southwest Contra Costa County water district, and the Bureau 
of Reclamation has not negotiated any contract with the district. I am, there- 
fore, unable to find any record of any obligation on the part of the Federal 
Government in connection with any construction of facilities in this district. 

But by that time we heard rumors that the Bureau had requested 
funds, in the budget now before you, for the Richmond conduit. In 
response to an inquiry by Representative Norris Poulson, a member 
of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, to which any 
request should come for authority to construct this project, Mr. Line- 
weaver replied, confirming the rumors we had heard. Mr. Line- 
weaver’s letter to Mr. Poulson gave us some concern, for he said: 

By letter of January 30, 1952, you requested information regarding funds 
n the fiscal year 1953 budget for activities in connection with the southwest 
Contra Costa County water district. The justification for appropriations for 
the Central Valley project, California, contains an item for the Contra Costa 
distribution systems which shows a proposed program for fiscal year 1953 of 
$849,500. Of this amount, $799,500 is for work in connection with the Contra 
Costa County water district. These funds will be used for completion of right- 
of-way acquisition and for payment of construction contractors and allied costs 


in connection with the construction of the Contra Costa County water district 
system. 


It is proposed that the $50,000 remaining will be used to carry on field engineer- 
ng and survey work on the southwest Contra Costa County water district system 
f the Congress approves this item. Under the proposed program, it is estimated 
that a repayment contract will be signed during the first quarter of the fiscal 
year and that the collection of field data will be active in the third and fourth 
quarters, leading to award of a construction contract for the distribution system 
n fiscal year 1954. As you know, action by both the House and the Senate on 
the fiscal year 1952 appropriation act prohibited any expenditures in connection 
with the southwest Contra Costa County distribution system. The proposed 
action contemplates the removal of this prohibition. 

The action of the House, when this condition was made known to 
it, specifically prohibiting expenditures out of this bill for this 
aqueduct removes the opportunity for the Bureau of Reclamation to 
return to the Appropriations Committee next year and say, “This is 
work now in progress and hence free of any possible point of order.” 

In view of the statement in the advertisement of the southwest dis- 
trict electors, and in view of the statement by Mr. Lineweaver, I 
am unable to reconcile the statement by the preceding witness that it 
would be utterly foolhardy for the Bureau and the district now to 
negotiate a contract or do any work. Mr. Lineweaver has confirmed 
that a contract will be signed and work will be done if this appro- 
priation is made. 

lhe statement has been made here that this is the first time the 
southwest district has presented its case to any committee of Congress. 
This matter has been presented to committees of Congress four times 
all together, twice last year and twice this year. It is quite true that 
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the southwest district did not appear before the House committee jy 
person. They operated by long-distance telephone after this elec- 
tion was carried in their district. You may inquire of members of 
the House committee if you please. The representation was mace to 
Members of Congress that it was voted upon and that there was jo 
longer any matter which should agitate that committee. 

The statement has been made here that the Standard Oil would buy 
the water if it was cheap enough. The real issue before this com- 
mittee is a very basic and serious one: Shall the Federal Government 
provide funds that will amount ultimately to over $9,000,000 to build 
an aqueduct to bring industrial water into an existing publicly owned 
water system in competition with the existing district, whether for 
the benefit of the Standard Oil Co. or any other consumers. 

The Federal Government has no business appropriating Federa| 
money to build an aqueduct to supply industrial water in subsidized 
competition with an existing publicly owned water system. There 
is no authorization in the law for that purpose, and no committee has 
ever authorized this $9,000,000 project. It has never been before 3 
legislative committee. As a matter of fact, the attempt is to get an 
authorization for this very large product through an initial $50,000 
appropriation here. 

A statement has been made here that the people of the southwes 
district are willing to put liens upon their land in order to carry 
this aqueduct if it is proved feasible. You will note the contrary 
r presentation in the advertisement before you that there will be “no 
cost to the local taxpayers,” and the Federal Government will be re- 
imbursed out of the sales of water to users. 

I have taken enough of your time. Mr. Breuner and Mr. Me- 
‘arland are here. I will supplement this statement, if I may, by 
placing in the record a prepared statement, a memorandum on the 
point of order, and the proceedings in the House. 

Senator Haypen. That may be done. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY NortHcutr ELLY, SPECIAL CoUNSEL, East Bay MUNICIPAL UTILIN) 
DISTRICT 


My name is Northeutt Ely. Iam special counsel for East Bay municipal! ulilit) 
district, Oakland, Calif. There appear today Mr. Louis J. Breuner, presiden' 
of the board of directors of East Bay, Mr. John W. McFarland, general manage! 
of Bast Bay, and my associate, Mr. Theodore I’. Stevens. 

On March 27, 1952, the House of Representatives passed by a vote of S4 to 2) 
the following amendment to H. R. 7176, the Interior Department appropriations 
bill for 1953: 

“Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to carry on field 
engineering survey work, design, or initiate construction of the southwest Contra 
Costa water district system to deliver industrial water to the vicinity of Ric! 
mond, Calif.” 

Let me summarize, briefly, the background of this action. Your committee, i 
its report last year, included the following language: 

“The committee has restored $630,000 of the Central Valley project estimat 
specifically for initiation of construction of the Contra Costa County water dis 
trict distribution system only. None of these funds, nor any others in the bill, 
or previously appropriated, are to be used for surveys, or any other work in col! 
nection with the proposed aqueduct or other water service to the city of Licli- 
mond. The committee feels the issues between the city of Richmond anid the 
East Bay municipal utility district should be settled between these agencies 
before the Bureau of Reclamation proceeds further with negotiations or plats 
to serve the city of Richmond with municipal or industrial water supplies. |! 
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satisfactory agreements cannot be reached, the committee next year will take 
another look at the problem.” 

Much to our amazement the southwest Contra Costa County water district 
appeared before the California Districts Securities Commission on Monday, 
January 28, 1952, asking for the advice of that commission as to a proposed 
contract with the Bureau of Reclamation. We did not understand how such 
a contract could have been negotiated in view of the above language of your 
committee. Therefore, we wrote to the Bureau of Reclamation to ascertain 
the status of the contract which the Southwest District had presented for re- 
view. On February 20, Mr. Goodrich Lineweaver, Acting Commissioner of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, responded to me as follows: 

“This confirms my letters of January 18 to Mr. McFarland, of the East 
Bay municipal utility district, and of January 22 to you, concerning the status 
of contract negotiations with the southwest Contra Costa County water dis- 
trict. The Bureau of Reclamation has had no contract negotiations with this 
district during fiscal year 1952. 

“In response to your letter of February 19, I advise that, so far as the records 
of the Bureau of Reclamation show, the United States is not a party to any 
contract with the southwest Contra Costa County water district, and the Bureau 
of Reclamation has not negotiated any contract with the district. I am, there- 
fore, unable to find any recerd of any obligation on the part of the weqeral 
Government in connection with any construction of facilities in this distifict.” 

About the same time, we had heard rumors that the Bureau of Reclamation 
had requested funds for the Richmond conduit in the budget for the fiscal year 
1953. In response to an inquiry by Representative Norris Poulson, a member 
of the House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, which committee should 
have the privilege of reviewing a project of this size before the Bureau of 
Reclamation undertakes to commit several million dollars of public funds for its 
construction, Mr. Lineweaver replied confirming the rumors we had heard. Mr. 
Lineweaver's letter gave us some concern, for he said : 

“By letter of January 30, 1952, you requested information regarding funds in 
the fiscal year 1953 budget for activities in connection with the southwest Contra 
Costa County water district. The justification for appropriations for the Central 
Valley, project, California, contains an item for the Contra Costa distribution 
systems, which shows a proposed program for fiscal year 1953 of $849,500. Of 
this amount, $799,500 is for work in connection with the Contra Costa County 
water district. These funds will be used for completion of right-of-way acquisi- 
tion and for payment of construction contractors and allied costs in connection 
with the construction of the Contra Costa County water district system. 

‘It is proposed that the $50,000 remaining will be used to carry on field engi- 
neering and survey work on the southwest Contra Costa County water district 
system if the Congress approves this item. Under the proposed program it is 
estimated that a repayment contract will be signed during the first quarter of 
the fiscal year and that a collection of field data will be active in the third and 
fourth quarters, leading to award of a construction contract for the distribution 
system in fiscal year 1954. As you know, action by both the House and the Senate 
on the fiscal year 1952 Appropriation Act prohibited any expenditures in connec- 
tion with the southwest Contra Costa County distribution system. The proposed 
action contemplates the removal of this prohibition.” 

It is puzzling that the appropriation of $849,500 for the “Contra Costa distribu- 
tion systems,” of which amount $50,000 was earmarked by the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation to carry on a program specifically forbidden by both Appropriations 
Committees of Congress, could amount to removal of such prohibition when not 
one Member of Congress would have had any knowledge of such attempt had the 
Kast Bay municipal utility district not opposed this project from its inception. 

The action of the House on the current bill specifically prohibiting (this time 
by legislation, not by a committee report) the expenditure of any funds for this 
aqueduct ought to be sustained by the Senate. We support the bill as passed by 
the House and oppose any amendment adding funds for the Richmond aqueduct 
or weakening the House language prohibiting expenditures for it. 

A statement will be made by Mr. Breuner and Mr. McFarland, after which I 
will present a memorandum on a point of order against any appropriation fo1 
this Richmond conduit under the Central Valley project. 
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MEMORANDUM ON PoINr OF ORDER AGAINST APPROPRIATION FOR PROPOSED 
RICHMOND CONDUIT 


A point of order is raised against any appropriation for the construction 
of the proposed extension of the Contra Costa Canal to deliver raw, industria] 
water to the city of Richmond, Calif. This point of order is based upon rule XVI, 
clause 1, of the Standing Rules of the Senate, which provides: 

“All general appropriation bills shall be referred to the Committee on Appro 
priations, and no amendments shall be received to any general appropriation bill 
the effect of which will be to increase an appropriation already contained in 
the bill, or to add a new item of appropriation, unless it be made to carry out 
the provisions of some existing law, or treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution 
previously passed by the Senate during that session ; or unless the same be moved 
by direction of a standing or select committee of the Senate, or proposed in pur- 
suance of an estimate submitted in accordance with law.” [Emphasis added.] 

I. An appropriation for the proposed extension of the Contra Costa Canal 
would not “carry out the provisions of some existing law.” 

The Contra Costa Canal is an integral part of the Central Valley project, 
located in the great Central Valley of California. Although there is no specific 
Federal act which one can turn to in order to ascertain the component parts 
of the Central Valley project, and the limits thereof, a specific description of 
the project was included in the original California State legislation which 
authorized the project as a part of the State water plan (Calif. Stats. 1983, ch. 
1042), and the Federal authorizations have been deemed to incorporate that 
description by reference. There is otherwise not even the suggestion of any 
Federal authorization for the proposed aqueduct. 


HISTORY OF THE CONTRA COSTA CANAL 


The Contra Costa canal was conceived as a part of a comprehensive plan 
drawn up as the “State water plan” by the office of the State engineer and the 
Water Resources Board of the State of California. Investigations and studies 
were begun in 1920 and culminated in 1930 in the State plan. Bulletin 25 of the 
Department of Public Works of the State of California presented a complete re 
port to the California Legislature of 1981 on the State water plan, which has 
been described as “one of the most comprehensive and carefully worked out 
master plans for water resources development which any State has ever made” 
(p. 1, History of Legislation and Policy Formation of the Central Valley Project, 
by Montgomery and Clawson, published by the U. S. Department of Agriculture). 

Bulletin 25 of the State department of public works included a detailed out- 
line of the Contra Costa canal, which was called the Contra Costa County 
conduit at that time. At page 146 in Bulletin 25, this element of the project 
was described in the following manner: 

“Studies and preliminary designs, including cost estimates, have been made 
for a conduit to serve the combined water demands of the industries and agricul- 
tural developments for the portion of Contra Costa County above described. 
This conduit and its relation to the agricultural and industrial areas, which it is 
designed to serve, are shown on plate VIII, ‘Contra Costa County conduit.’ It 
would have a point of diversion near Knightsen, at the westerly end of Rock 
slough, and, with a succession of pumping plants, extend westerly on the south 
side of Suisun Bay and into the Clayton and Ygnacio Valleys, with a total length 
of about 50 miles.” 

It is significant that the State plan did not mention any proposal to deliver 
water to Richmond, Calif., for industrial purposes. 


DESCRIPTION OF THE CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT 


Federal Authorizations and Appropriations have accepted the Central Valley 
project as defined by the original State act. The Central Valley Project Act of 
1938 (Calif. Stats. 1933, ch. 1042), defined the Contra Costa canal as follows 
(sec. 4, cl. 2): 

“A conduit or canal, equipped with all necessary pumping plants and other 
works to convey water, and extending westerly from a diversion point near 
Knightsen, Calif., southerly of Suisun Bay to the vicinity of Martinez, Calif. 
Said unit is designated as the Contra Costa conduit, and shall be of such 
capacity as shall be determined by the authority to be necessary to furnish an 
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adequate supply of water for industrial, agricultural, domestic and other bene- 
ficial uses in the area served by it.” 

The first reference to the Contra Costa canal in the Federal documents per- 
taining to the Central Valley project was made by the President in an Executive 
order signed September 10, 1935, which order allotted $20,000,000 to the Bureau 
of Reclamation for the construction of this project under the Emergency Relief 
Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 115). In an attached “schedule of projects,” the President 
referred to the canal as “another alternative feature” of the project. 

A second Executive order, dated November 16, 1935, reducing this allocation 
to $14,000,000, did not describe the canal, but referred to the whole project as 
“the result of careful investigation extending over a period of 10 years,” and 
there is no doubt that the “careful investigations” referred to were those of 
the State of California as expressed in the State water plan. 

A general description of the Contra Costa canal was contained in the “feasibil- 
ity report” of the Secretary of the Interior dated November 26, 1935, addressed 
to the President. After a “general description of the project,’ the Secretary 
presented as the second “principal engineering feature” the “Contra Costa 
conduit.” 

“A canal, capacity 120 second-feet, with pumping plants, will extend westerly 
from the San Joaquin delta for 50 miles through Contra Costa County to supply 
municipal, industrial, and agricultural water requirements.” 


CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS FOR CENTRAL VALLEY APPROPRIATIONS 


The first congressional authorization of the Central Valley project was con- 
tained in section 2 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of August 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 
844). This section made appropriations available for expenditure by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, rather than the Secretary of War (as originally contem- 
plated by the above Executive orders), and “reauthorized” the “entire Central 
Valley project.” (All prior appropriations had been made under the provi- 
sions of the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 (49 Stat. 115) and the 
First Deficiency Appropriation Act (49 Stat. 1622-1936).) 

Appropriations for the continuation of the Central Valley project have been 
made annually, and the final appropriation for the completion of the Contra 
Costa canal has been made to this committee by the State engineer of California. 

In no instance in 19 years of legislation has the Congress included the pro- 
posed Richmond aqueduct in any statute, nor has the Congress ever been ad- 
vised by the Bureau of Reclamation that it considered the Richmond aqueduct 
to be authorized without such a statute. 

If. An appropriation for the Richmond conduit has not been “moved by direc- 
tion of a standing or select committee of the Senate or proposed in pursuance 
of an estimate submitted in accordance with law.” 

As pointed out above, the Contra Costa canal is a specific “engineering feature” 
of the Central Valley project. Appropriations for the continuation of con- 
struction of the canal contemplated by the Central Valley project as defined 
by the State water plan and the various Federal acts which have authorized 
the project, are not subject to a point of order under rule XVI, clause 1. How- 
ever, the Central Valley project and the original State water plan did not 
authorize an extension of the canal to Richmond, Calif. 

Quite the contrary, the “Contra Costa conduit” was described as a canal 
“extending westerly from * * * near Knightsen, Calif. * * * to the 
vicinity of Martinez, Calif.” (Calif Stats. 193, ch. 1042, sec. 4, cl. 2, fully set 
out above). In order to deliver water to Richmond, another conduit will have 
to be constructed, approximately 13 miles long. This would be an additional 
conduit, neither a part of the Central Valley project nor authorized by any law. 

As a matter of fact, under an agreement between the United States and the 
Water Project Authority of California, dated March 25, 1986, and the supple- 
mental contract of March 13, 1937, it was provided that the authority would: 

“* * * designate, subject to the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, 
the general location and specify the general type and capacity of the principal 
works of the project and the chronological order of construction thereof, and 
all general plans therefor shall meet with the approval of the authority.” 

The water project authority issued in January 1938 a Report on Capacity and 
Location of the Contra Costa Conduit. This report contains no reference to 
any works to convey water to Richmond. The water project authority has never 
designated the Richmond conduit as a part of the Central Valley project. 

98400—5 2—-—-65 





1024 INTERIOR. DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 


Also, the Bureau of Reclamation has published full data on the specifications of 
the Contra Costa canal. Project Planning Report No. 2-4.0-3, dated November 
1945 described the canal as follows (p. 168); 

“From its diversion at Rock Slough in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, 
the Contra Costa canal will extend westerly about 48 miles, along the south 
side of Suisun Bay to Martinez. Four separate pumping lifts raise the water 
from about sea level to an elevation of 124 feet. The canal has a diversion 
capacity of 350 cubic feet per second.” 

Senate Document 113, 1946, entitled “Central Valley Basin” also set forth 
a detailed explanation of the main features of the project. Again, the cana) 
is specifically described (p. 330) : 

“The Contra Costa canal is estimated to cost $5,000,000 when completed. Of 
that amount, $1,300,000 is the estimated cost of completion subsequent to June 
30, 1945. The pumping plants and intake works and 38 miles of the total length 
of 48 miles of the main canal are completed. The postwar construction involves 
completion of the main canal and the construction of relift pumping plants 
and canals.” 

CONTRA COSTA DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM 


The southwest Contra Costa water district and the Bureau of Reclamation 
have claimed that the Richmond conduit is not a new and separate conduit, 
but that it is a part of the Contra Costa distribution system. This contention 
is incorrect. (The requested appropriation in the 1951-52 budget, which this 
committee deleted on our request, was under the item “Contra Costa distribu 
tion system.”’) 

The distribution system was an element of the Central Valley project. In its 
Report on Capacity and Location of Contra Costa Conduit (19388), the water 
project authority located specifically the service area of the conduit and even 
mapped the location of this area. (See pl. I, p. 7 of report.) Richmond, Calif., 
was not included in this service area. Even the bureau of Reclamation set forth 
an accurate, detailed description of the extent and location of the works for 
distribution. 

“The postwar construction program contemplates completion of the main canal 
and construction of the Clayton and Ygnacio canals and the lateral system. The 
lateral system will distribute water to an area of approximately 22,000 acres 
of potentially rich agricultural, orchard, and vineyard lands. Location of the 
laterals in the area east of Antioch and in the area northeast of Concord has 
been completed and richts-of-way are being appraised’ (Project Planning Re 
port No. 2—4.0-8, 1945, p. 168). 

The very fact that the Bureau estimated in 1945 that $4,700,000 (id) would 
be required to complete the Contra Costa canal and the distribution system 
demonstrates that no Richmond conduit was originally planned and authorized 
as a part of the Central Valley project, for the estimated cost of the Richmond 
aqueduct alone is $4,511,300. 

The Central Valley Basin report also mentioned the distribution system. That 
docnment reported : 

“This system would distribute water made available by the Contra Costa 
eannl and relifts and is estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation to cost $3,600, 
000” (p. 330, S. Doe. 113, 8ist Cong., 1st sess.). 

Obviously, the Richmond conduit could not be a part of the distribution 
system when the estimated cost of the conduit ($4,511,300) exceeds the original 
estimate for the construction of the distribution system itself. No estimate has 
ever been submitted to any congressional committee as to the final cost of the 
Richmond conduit and tunnel, 

SUMMARY 


For the reasons pointed out above, no appropriations can be lawfully made 
under the rules of the Senate for the construction of the proposed conduit under 
authorizations for the Central Valley project. The conduit is neither a part 
of the Contra Costa canal nor an element of the Contra Costa canal distribu- 
tion system. 

The Richmond conduit is planned exclusively for the delivery of industrial 
water, regardless of the provisions of the proposed contract. As such, before an 
appropriation could be made, the project must be specifically authorized by law. 

Therefore, we respectfully request this committee to again include specific 
language in its report which will require the Department of Interior to refrain 
from including in any future request for appropriations funds for the design 
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er construction of the Richmond conduit or any other works the purpose of 
which would be to deliver industrial water within the established area of the 
Kast Bay municipal utility district until such time as said conduit or works 
are specifically authorized by law. 


‘From the Congressional Record—House, March 27, 1952, p. 3109] 


Mr. SayLor. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

“Amendment offered by Mr. Saylor: Page 12, line 24, after the word ‘fund’, 
insert ‘Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used to carry on 
field engineering survey work, design, or initiate construction of the Southwest 
Contra Costa Water District system to deliver industrial water to the vicinity of 
Richmond, Calif.’ ” 

Mr. Sartor. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the amendment is to make sure that 
what this House decided last year is still the will of the House. Last year in the 
committee report there was this language, and I read from the report of the 
Committee on Appropriations on the Interior Department appropriation bill for 
fiscal 1952: 

“Testimony indicates that $630,000 requested for the Contra Costa distribution 
system was to be used for initiating construction of an aqueduct to serve the south- 
west Contra Costa County water district which is within the boundary of the 
East Bay Municipal Utilities District on the east side of San Francisco Bay. Owing 
to lack of agreement between two competing public agencies, the $630,000 item 
under reference has been deleted from the approved program. No funds in the 
accompanying bill or previously appropriated are to be available for the design or 
construction of works to deliver water within the boundaries of the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, California.” 

When I saw the Interior Department appropriation bill for this year, I raised 
the question as to whether this item was in the budget for 1953. A letter was 
written to the Acting Commissioner of Reclamation, Mr. Lineweaver, and asked 
him whether or not there were any funds in the Bureau of Reclamation budget 
for this item. I read a part of his letter, which has appeared before in the 
Congressional Record: 

“It is proposed that the $50,000 remaining will be used to carry on field engi- 
neering survey work on the southwest Contra Costa County water district system 
if Congress approves this item. Under the proposed program it is estimated that 
a repayment contract will be signed during the first quarter of the fiscal year 
and that collection of field data will be active in the third and fourth quarters 
leading to the award of a construction contract with the distribution system in 
fiseal 1954. 

“As you know, action by the House on the 1952 appropriation act prohibited 
any expenditure in connection with the southwest Contra Costa County distribu- 
tion system. 

“The proposed action contemplates the removal of this prohibition.” 

Mr. Werpe.. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. I yield. 

Mr. WerpEL. Do they propose to sell the water after they deliver it at the end 
of the canal to existing utility districts? Or do they propose to set up a new 
district ? 

Mr. Saytor. They propose to set up a new public utility district within an 
already existing utility district in the State of California. 

Mr. Puiturs. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. I yield. 

Mr. Puirires. The gentleman is a member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. Has this matter come before the gentleman’s committee? 

Mr. Savior. This has not come before our committee; it is in direct violation 
of the rules of the House that there shall be no new starts. It is a method which 
the Department of the Interior is endeavoring to use to get a new start without 
formal consent of Congress or without going before a committee of the House. 

Mr. Puiures. If I understand the gentleman, this is an effort of the Bureau of 
itp to go into the municipal utility field, which is a new field for this 

ureau, 

Mr, Sartor. It is an entirely new field for the Bureau ; that is correct. 

Mr. Puitis. The gentleman has stated the situation. I am glad he has 
brought it to the attention of the Committee. 
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Mr. CotMer. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Sartor. I yield. 

Mr. CorMer. Do I understand that this would set a new precedent, that of going 
into a municipality in this particular field of endeavor? 

Mr. Sayvor. It will; this will actually put the Bureau into the business of going 
into competition with already existing municipal public utilities. 

Mr. Cotmer. And that is something entirely new. 

Mr. Sayvor. Absolutely. 

Mr. CoL_MeEr. In other words, it would have inexhaustible possibilities for ex- 
pansion in that field at the taxpayers’ expense? 

Mr. Sayior. There is no question about that, and no limit to the possibilities of 
an expanded bureaucracy in this new field. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Saytor. I yield. 

Mr. JENSEN. The proponents of this proposition contend, of course, that it will 
give the people of Richmond and vicinity cheaper water. That is the basis on 
which they propose this expenditure of the people’s money. If that be the case, 
my town, and “Punkin Center” also, are entitled to subsidized water at the tax- 
payers’ expense. 

Mr, Jackson of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all debate on this amendment 
and all amendments thereto conclude in 5 minutes. 

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. Jackson of Washington. Mr. Chairman, one or two things ought to be 
made clear. The $50,000 involved in this amendment does not relate to construc- 
tion work. It relates to general investigation, engineering, and planning which 
the Bureau of Reclamation has authority to do under basic law. It is not subject 
to a point of order and it does not require an authorization. I just want to make 
that point clear. 

This is for planning money only. I may say that Congressman Miller, in whose 
district this proposed project would eventually be built, is unavoidably detained 
and cannot be here. 

They held an election out there a short time ago and the people, by a vote of 
5,395 to 1,117, directed their water district to negotiate with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Mr. Pui.urps. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Jackson of Washington. I yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. PHILiIPs. My understanding of that election is that it was to vote on a 
contract with the Bureau; but no such contract exists. Could the gentleman 
clear that up? 

Mr. Jackson of Washington. That may be true, but I want to clear up some- 
thing in connection with a statement that was made here earlier. Last year 
the committee left out funds for this project because there had been no indication 
as to the attitude of the local people. The local people now have indicated a 
clear intention of being interested in this project. 

This matter is located in Congressman Miller's district and I think it is worthy 
at least of being given an opportunity to be investigated. It does not involve 
construction funds at all. They simply want to find out whether it is feasible. 
The question of authorization, of course, would certainly have to go through the 
legislative committees, but we are not at that point at all. I think in all fair 
ness to Congressman Miller of California the Bureau ought to have an oppor- 
tunity to find out whether this project is feasible and to make an investigation 
to the extend of $50,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from California [Mr. Werdel]. 

Mr. Werpbe.. Mr. Chairman, this is the back door of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion. It is a recurrence of an old tactic. Your States as well as my State have 
by legislative action of those States Cetermined what is the best policy in con- 
trolling the rates of utilities. They have settled upon the idea of controlled 
private utilities, private power companies or water companies and even publicly 
owned companies. It is a local board. If the local people are dissatisfied 
with that, then they can take it up with their governor. Here is a direct 
violation of that principle in the State of California where the Bureau of 
Reclamation is to bring competition into an area in which as the number ot 
users increases the water rates go down uhder State policy of monopoly ani 
controlled rates. 
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The very fact it is not opposed by the governor is not evidence of the fact it 
is in the interest of the State of California and the very fact that you go to a 
particular area or square mile and say these people want something for noth- 
ing is not for the best interest of the State of California. 

This is no business of the Congress of the United States. The State of Cali- 
fornia is serving this area, the water supply is adequate, and until the matter 
is debated and discussed not only here but on the floor of the legislature of 
California, we have no right to establish a policy that we are going to ‘take 
competition with Federal money into the State of California, and decide against 
jocal control of monopolies in their handling of utilities and their rates. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WerveL. I yield to the gentleman from Lowa. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is it not a fact also that this water will be taken out of the Cen- 
tral Valley project or canal which the farmers need very badly? 

Mr. Werpe.. It cannot be taken out of there because all of the water of the 
Sacramento River is already completely allotted; but this would create more 
local confusion of water rights under the pattern of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman supports the pending amendment’? 

Mr. WERDEL. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Saylor]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. Saylor) there 
were—ayes 84, noes 29. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 


THE STRANGE AFFAIR OF THE RICHMOND, CALIF., AQUEDUCT PROMOTION—EXTENSION 
or REMARKS OF Hon. Norris PouLson, or CALIFORNIA, IN THE HOUSE oF REPRE- 
SENTATIVES, TUESDAY, Fesruary 5, 1952 


Mr. Poutson. Mr. Speaker, in its report last year to accompany H. R. 3790, 
the Interior Department appropriation bill for fiscal year 1952, the House Appro- 
priations Committee stated: 

“Testimony indicates that $630,000 requested for Contra Costa distribution 
system was to be used for initiating construction of an aqueduct to serve the 
Southwest Contra Costa County Water District which is within the boundaries 
of the East Bay Municipal Utility District on the east side of San Francisco 
Bay. Owing to lack of agreement between two competing public agencies the 
$630,000 item under reference has been deleted from the approved program. 
No funds in the accompanying bill or previously appropriated are to be available 
for the design or construction of works to deliver water within’ the boundaries 
of the East Bay Municipal Utility District, California.” 

The Senate committee made a similar statement in its report. 

This multi-million-dollar project would take raw industrial water to the 
Southwest Contra Costa Water District in Richmond, Calif. If the Southwest 
District received this subsidized water, it would duplicate the service and take 
the customers of the East Bay Municipal Utility District, a long-established 
public agency of the State of California now serving nine cities on the eastern 
shore of San Francisco Bay, including this same area. The Richmond project 
has never been authorized by Congress. 

Nevertheless, in January 1952 the promoters of this project, blandly ignoring 
this mandate of Congress, called an election for February 26, 1952, on a contract 
with the Bureau of Reclamation to build the aqueduct. 

This seemed incredible. Accordingly, on January 10, 1952, the general man- 
ager of the East Bay Municipal Utility District—the district already serving 
this area—wrote the Commissioner of Reclamation asking if suc’) a contract had 
been signed. 

On January 18, 1952, Acting Commissioner Lineweaver replied : 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 18, 1952. 
Mr, Joon W. MCFARLAND, 
General Manager, Rast Bay Municipal Utility District, 
) Oakland, Calif. 

My Dear Mr. MoFaRtanp: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of 

January 10, 1952, concerning the status of contract negotiations with the South- 
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west Contra Costa County Water District for a water supply from the Central 
Valley project. 

We wish to assure you that the Bureau of Reclamation has had no contract 
negotiations under way in fiscal year 1952 with the Southwest Contra Costa 
County Water District. We understand, however, that the southwest district has 
prepared a form of contract on its own initiative and without consultation with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. Your letter of January 10, 1952, was the first 
information we had in Washington that the southwest district had scheduled a 
special election for February 26, 1952. 


Sincerely yours, 








G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 
And on January 22, the Byreau wrote East Bay’s counsel as follows: 






UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
SUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D.C., January 22, 1952 






Mr. Norrucurt Ety, 
Tower Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Ey: In reply to your letter of January 7, 1952, addressed to 
Mr. E. D. Eaton, Director of Operation and Maintenance, you are advised that 
the Bureau of Reclamation has not participated this fiscal year in negotiations, 
or the drafting of a contract, with the Southwest Contra Costa Water District 
concerning a water supply from the Central Valley project. We understand, 
however, that the southwest district, on its own initiative, and without partici- 
pation by the Bureau of Reclamation, has prepared a form of contract. That 
may be the contract draft to which your letter refers. 


Sincerely yours, 













G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 






So that, as of January 22, 1952, the Bureau had not signed, negotiated, or even 
heard of the so-called contract, and it knew nothing of the proposed election to 
ratify a nonexistent contract. 

sut the promoters went right ahead with their plans for an election. 

About this time I began to get intimations that after all, there was some money 
hidden away in this year’s budget for this mysterious project, which had never 
been brought to my Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, which the Appro- 
priations Committee had rejected, and which the Bureau said it disowned. So 
I wrote the Bureau as follows: 











JaANuaRy 30, 1952. 
MICHAEL J. STRAUS, 
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation. 

Dear Sie: I understand that the proposed budget for the fiscal year 1952-53 
contains a request for funds for the investigation, advanced planning, and col- 
mencement of the Richmond conduit, which conduit will be constructed to de- 
liver industrial water to the southwest Contra Costa water district. 

Please inform me as soon as possible what the total amount of this request 
will be and which item of the budget the funds are incorporated in. 











Norris PoULsoN, 
Member of Congress. 





Here is the answer I received from the Bureau: 







UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 5, 19852. 





Hon. Norris PouLson, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. PouLson: By letter of January 30, 1952, you requested informa- 
tion regarding funds in the fiscal year 1953 budget for activities in connection 
with the southwest Contra Costa County water district. The justification for 
appropriations for the Central Valley project, California, contains an item for 
the Contra Costa distribution systems which shows a proposed program for 
fiscal year 1953 of $849,500. Of this amount, $799,500 is for work in connection 
with the Contra Costa County water district. These funds will be used for com- 
pletion of right-of-way acquisition and for payment of construction contractors 
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and allied costs in connection with the construction of the Contra Costa County 
water district system. 

It is proposed that the $50,000 remaining will be used to carry on field engineer- 
ing and survey work on the southwest Contra Costa County water district system 
if the Congress approves thisitem. Under the proposed program, it is estimated 
that a repayment contract will be signed during the first quarter of the fiscal 
year and that collection of field data will be active in the third and fourth quar- 
ters, leading to award of a construction contract for the distribution system in 
fiseal year 1954. As you know, action by both the House and the Senate on the 
fiscal year 1952 appropriation act prohibited any expenditures in connection 
with the southwest Contra Costa County distribution system. The proposed 
action contemplates the removal of his prohibition. 

if any further information on this subject is desired, please feel free to call 
on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LiNEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner. 

This was news to the Appropriations Committee, as it was to me. 

On February 11, 1952, the House Committee on Appropriations closed its 
hearings on the appropriation bill for the fiscal year 1953. I inquired of the 
committee whether it had reversed itself, and was told emphatically that it had 
not. It had no intention of appropriating 1 cent to initiate a project to cost 
ultimately millions of Federal money to duplicate, without congressional authori- 
zation, works already built by a local public district at local expense. 

Indeed, I found that the committee record included a letter from the Council 
of Richmond Industries, a body representing 90 percent of the industrial cus- 
tomers which the promoters of this project want to take from the existing East 
Bay District, repudiating the promotion in the following terms: 


COUNCIL oF RICHMOND INDUSTRIES, 
Richmond, Calif., February 5, 1952. 
Mr, JoHN W. McFARLAND, 
General Manager EBMUD, Oakland, Calif. 


Dear Mr. MCFARLAND: Pursuant to the application by the SWCCCWD, to the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation for the delivery of water to Southwest 
Contra Costa County, the Council of Richmond Industries by a majority vote of 
the members present at their regular meeting of February 5, 1952, were in 
agreement to the following: 

That there is a shortage of water in the Central Valley of California and that 
for the long-range protection of Richmond industries steps should be taken to 
insure future water rights for this area. 

At the present time, however, none of the major industries indicated that they 
could use water as supplied by SWCCCWD because : 

(a) The quality of the water limits its use primarily to cooling operations. 

(b) The rates quoted by the water district appear to be estimates only and not 
definitely established by complete engineering cost studies. 

(c) There is a possibility that the area would be burdened with another taxing 
district, duplicating now one in existence. 

Sincerely, 
R. P. CopELAND, 
Vice-Chairman, Council of Richmond Industries. 


When the Richmond Industrial Council says that there is a shortage of water 
in the Central Valley of California, from which this Richmond promotion would 
take its water, they are saying just what was said by a House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Subcommittee on which I served. The report, now at the Govern- 
ment Printing Office, finds that the waters of the Sacramento River—on which 
this scheme would depend—are already overappropriated, and no new use 
can be safely based on them. 

But that does not end the strange story. 

On February 19, 1952, I received word that the promoters of the Richmond 
acqueduct, in preparation for the election of February 26, were running paid 
advertisements in the local newspapers saying: 

“A ‘yes’ vote obligates the Federal Government to build the Richmond lateral 
project through which Central Valley water will be transported to our com- 
munity.” 
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Once more the East Bay district, on February 20, wrote the Bureau of Reclama. 
tion asking if this were true, and got back the following letter : 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 


Washington, D. C., February 20, 1952. 
Mr. Nortucutt E ty, 


Tower Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Ey: This confirms my letters of January 18 to Mr. McFarland, 
of the East Bay Municipal Utility District, and of January 22 to you, concerning 
the status of contract negotiations with the Southwest Contra Costa County 
Water District. The Bureau of Reclamation has had no contract negotiations 
with this district during fiscal year 1952. 

In response to your letter of February 19, I advise that, so far as the records 
of the Bureau of Reclamation show, the United States is not a party to any 
contract with the Southwest Contra Costa County Water District, and the Bureau 
of Reclamation has not negotiated any contract with the district. I am, there- 
fore, unable to find any record of any obligation on the part of the Federal 
Government in connection with any construction of facilities in this district. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. W. LINEWEAVER, 
Acting Commissioner, 


To recapitulate the strange affair of the Richmond aqueduct promotion : 

Chapter 1: The Reclamation Bureau asked $630,000 in the 1952 appropriation 
bill for an aqueduct that Congress had never authorized or even heard of, to 
compete with a publicly owned water district already serving the same area. 

Chapter 2: The Appropriations Committee of both the House and the Senate, 
reporting on the 1952 appropriation bill, not only deleted the item, but specifically 
directed that no funds be available for this Richmond aqueduct. 

Chapter 3: The promoters of the project scheduled a phony “election” on a 
contract with the Bureau of Reclamation which the Bureau says it has not 
signed, has not negotiated, and has never seen. The promoters pay for an ad- 
vertisement telling their people, nevertheless, that a “yes” vote will obligate the 
Bureau to build the aqueduct. 

Chapter 4: The Bureau requests $50,000 from Congress in the 1953 appropria- 
tion bill to carry on field designs under a contract it expects to sign in the first 
quarter of the new fiscal year. What contract? The one it says it has never 
seen, but that the southwest district promoters say obligates the Bureau if the 
district votes to approve it next week? Who is kidding whom? 

Chapter 5: The Richmond Industrial Council, representing the industries who 
are supposed to be panting for this subsidized service—the Standard Oil re- 
finery accounts for 90 percent of the use—write that they do not want it. 

Are the promoters of this project fooling the Bureau of Reclamation, or fool- 
ing their own people, or trying to fool Congress? 

Everyone should understand some plain facts: 

First. Congress has never authorized this aqueduct. The authorization bill 
would have come before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, of 
which I am a member, and no bill has ever come to us. 

Second. Without an authorizing act, no appropriation can be made under the 
rules of the House. 

Third. The appropriation committees of both Houses have specifically vetoed 
the Richmond aqueduct, and rejected this back-door attempt to get it author- 
ized. 

Fourth. The Reclamation Bureau has not signed any contract to build the 
Richmond aqueduct, has not negotiated any contract to build it, has not seen any 
contract to build it, has been ordered by the appropriation committees not to 
build it, has not any authority to build it, and would face disciplinary action by 
the Congress if it disobeyed the committees. 

Fifth. The promoters of the Richmond aqueduct are misleading their people 
when they advertise that a “yes” vote in this phony election, on a nonexistent 
contract, will obligate the Reclamation Bureau to build this aqueduct. The elec- 


tion cannot and will not bind the Reclamation Bureau or the Congress. 
What goes on here? 
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STATEMENT BY LOUIS J. BREUNER, PRESIDENT, EAST BAY 
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 


PROHIBITION OF USE OF SURVEY FUNDS 


Mr. Breuner. Mr. Chairman, Senator Knowland, and members of 
the committee. I am Louis J. Breuner, president of the board of 
directors of the East Bay municipal utility district, and as such one 
of five directors elected by the people within the territory of the East 
Bay municipal utility district. This district includes the residents of 
the city of Richmond. We are elected for a 4-year term and have to 
stand at the end of each 4 years for reelection, three of our directors for 
one period and two for the other. 

We feel that in this matter, this appropriation which we oppose, 
that it is our duty as directors of that district to protect the interests 
of the district as a whole and not just some segment of the district when 
the interests of that particular segment are detrimental to the rest of 
the district. You have heard that about 10 percent of the water 
which we supply is supplied to Richmond. Let us say Richmond is 
10 or 15 percent of the territory in which we do supply water. To 
have that segment undermined or subsidized, either by the Govern- 
ment or through action on our own part to the detriment of the rest 
of the district, is just simply out of the question. Our duty is at 
all times to take care of the householder, industry, and the many 
office buildings and stores and the Army and Navy and other people 
to whom we supply water, 


COMPETITION WITH EAST BAY UTILITY 


In the southwest Contra Costa district the proposal is to bring in 
anew supply with a subsidy of the Federal Government to compete 
with us. In our set-up we issued $77,000,000 worth of bonds. There 
is still approximately $47,000,000 of those bonds unpaid. Richmond, 
along with the other eight communities and a lot of unincorporated 
area, is bound by a pact in coming into this district to be responsible 
for the proper service of those bonds. Our directors have the power 
to make rates and to levy taxes. That is an unrestricted power. If, 
through the Federal Government’s action in subsidizing a small seg- 
ment of our territor y to benefit certain industry as against other indus- 
try, we lose that revenue, it can mean only one thing: We are forced 
either to match the competing industrial rates and tack the loss onto 
the tax rate or increase the water rates to the householders. 

When you reduce the industrial rates that Richmond might get 
through this subsidy, we will have to do it right through our whole 
territory. We are a nonprofit organization. "The money we take in 
goes to the benefit of users of water and the property owners as well. 
We simply cannot favor one line of industry to match a rate without 
doing it right through. That is a very costly procedure and detri- 
mental to all of the taxpayers within the area. For that reason, in- 
dustry and the rest of our territory, plus all of the chambers of com- 
merce other than Richmond, have sent in letters of protest, resolu- 
tions of protest, realizing exactly what is going to happen to them. 

[t is just unfair that anything could transpire for the Reclama- 
tion Bureau to enter into that type of contract or to enter into a deal 
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even to make this survey. I am reminded, when they ask for this 
$50,000, that the same gentlemen who just talked to you appeared be- 
fore the California Districts Securities Commission asking for ap- 
proval of the contract that the people were to vote on. After the 
testimony a member of the commission told them that their plans were 
not complete; that they had nothing they could act on. They were 
asked how long it would take them to prepare their plans and to give 
them enough detailed information whereby they could act. ~ 

The engineer of that district got on his feet and said they could 
prepare their plans in 2 weeks. ‘Two weeks went by, and a great many 
other weeks have gone by, and no preparation of plans or no other ap- 
pearance before the districts securities commission. If they can pre- 
pare their plans in 2 weeks, why do they need $50,000 from the Fed- 
eral Government to work it out? 

Another thing, the testimony before the securities commission in- 
dicated, when questioned about the distribution lines, that that would 
be a very simple thing; it would not cost anything; that perhaps the 
best way to do would be to precollect 50 percent of the rate for a 
2- or 3-year period from the proposed users and use that to build the 
lateral. It was stated then that the lateral would be only 1 mile long. 
That was all that was necessary. When we called their attention to 
the fact that a lateral 1-mile long would not bring the water to the 
limits of Richmond, they extended it to 3 miles. 


ESTIMATED LENGTH OF PIPELINE 


Gentlemen, we are in the water business; we have engineering peo- 
ple that know what it takes to supply water. Our estimate is that 
there is not any kind of distribution system that could go into Rich- 
mond and supply all of the industries that expect to take water that 
could be built short of 40 miles of distribution pipe. They tell us we 
are too elaborate on this scheme, but you have to provide a firm supply 
of water to industries if they are going to use it. 

Let us assume that the water is coming into Richmond through the 
Contra Costa canal. What happens? It is an interruptible supply 
of water and, therefore, subject to shut-down. It happened this winter 
that there was a slide in the canal and there was a shut-down for 2 
weeks. There is not any: industry in Richmond that can take this 
water and use it without having stand-by from the East Bay municipal 
utility district. So, they have to pay the Government what they are 
going to charge to get it to the reservoir; they have to have a distribu- 
tion system to reach these users, and they do not yet know what the 
cost 1s. 

Why do they not go out and engineer that, which is their own 
problem, before they come in, to find out whether it is feasible to reach 
this industrial load, before they ask the Government to spend another 
$50,000? They just do not know what they have to do. Gentlemen, 
I do not think it is fair to ask for that money. 

Senator Haypen. Does your district have all the water that it needs 
for the present and future needs? 

Mr. Brecner. Senator, at the present time we have rights to 225,- 
000,000 gallons a day, 200,000,000 from the Mokelumne River, and 
25,000,000 off the local runoff. We are using at the persent time 112,- 
000,000 gallons, or only half the available water that we have today. 
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ADDITIONAL WATER SUPPLY 


In addition, we have before the State engineer an application that 
is going to be heard in June, next month, whereby we are asking for 
another 125,000,000 gallons a day for future use to protect ourselves 
for the future water supply when and if we need it. 

Senator Haypen. Where does that come from ¢ 

Mr. Breuner. The Mokelumne River, up in the Sierras behind 
Stockton. If we get that, we feel that is the saturation point for the 
territory that we can serve. 

Senator Haypen. Why I asked the question was I did not know 
whether your district wanted to use the Contra Costa water. 

Mr. Breuner. Our people originally voted to get Sierra water. If 
we were to mix that with river water, the supply from the Sierras 
would be lost. We might as well abandon the works up in the moun- 
tains, costing millions. We hope that we will be able to get more 
mountain water, It will entail the building of possibly three more 
dams for storage. We are doing this although we feel this is still 
many years before that money would have to be expended, because 
there is still plenty of water for many years’ growth before that 
would have to be done. 


WATER SERVICE TO STANDARD OIL CO, 


Now, I would like to call the committee’s attention to one salient 
fact about this situation. This southwest district was conceiv ed by a 
small group in Richmond, and the principal beneficiary is the Stand- 


ard Oil Co. of California. The district was designed so that, in ad- 
dition to the city of Richmond, a dog’s leg off the end of the district 
was tacked on in order to take care of what is known as Tank Farm 
Hill, which is the storage tanks for the Standard Oil Co. It was 
added on in order to take care of that much. Standard Oil has 65 
percent of the assessable value of Richmond. They are the dominant 
party within Richmond. 

Standard Oil got a reduction from East Bay municipal utility dis- 
trict after our promise to you of a year ago when we reduced our 
rates 25 percent to the larger users. That saved Standard Oil $100,- 
000. They wrote a letter and told us they were satisfied, and yet the 
representatives of Standard Oil are still after this supply of water. 
The other industries in Richmond, outside of one or two very small 
industries, cannot use raw water; they have to have processed water, 
such as the canneries, paint people, the Ford motor people. Their 
operation is such that they cannot take water with a lot of solids in 
it and put it through. In fact, this is not pure enough for boiler use, 
and it would have to be purified. 

I would like to call the committee’s attention, before I turn it over 
to Mr. McFarland, and remind you and call to your attention that 
the firm that represents the southwest district as attorneys are also 
retained by the Standard Oil Co. and have been for many years. The 
engineer for this district has been retained by the Standard Oil Co. 
for special assignments over the years. This thing smells of Stand- 
Oil from the-start to the finish, and the people of our district, includ- 
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ing the people of Richmond, are definitely going to be hurt if the 
pr ‘oject goes through. 

Thank you very “much, 

Senator Know.anp. Mr. McFarland, general manager of East Bay, 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. McFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER, EAST 
BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 


PRICE OF WATER SUPPLY MAIN ARGUMENT 
Mr. McFartanp. My name is John McFarland, and I am the gen- 
eral manager of the East Bay municipal utility district. 

Mr. Ely, and Mr. Breuner have outlined very well the case today, 
and my remarks will be brief and simple. I would like to emphasize, 
as I stated last year, and as I think has been brought out by testi- 
mony by both sides that we have here not a question of water supply, 
which you so often hear here in Washington, but merely a squabble 
over the local price of water. 

It is not very plansant to appear in opposition to a group of people 
who actually constitute a part of our own territory. Most of the 
people in Richmond are our friends, and we have a continuing obliga- 
tion to supply them with water regardless of what local action is 
taken there. That is why it pleases me to make two comments today 
rather on the pleasant side. 

Your committee asked last year at the end of our testimony what we 
would do within the coming year about the situation, and it pleases 
me to say that we have done the two things which we promised to do. 
No. 1 is with regard to the rate structure, since that seemed to be the 
big issue. We ‘made a study of the price we charge for industrial 
water, and about July we effected a 25-percent reduction in the rate 
to large users. 

Now we feel in that respect we have carried out the commitment 
we made to your committee last year, and many industrialists have 
written to us commending that action, the big users of water. 

The second thing we promised your ¢ ommittee we would do was that 
we would continue the policy of studyi ing the long-range water-supply 
problem. Now, that obviously is the biggest thing ‘that any water 
agency has before it in California, looking to the year 2000 and to 
the saturation point, to determine what the ultimate needs will be. 
One complete department in our organization spends all of its time 
on that job. 

In June of this year, as Mr. Breuner has stated, we will complete 
our application for the additional water needed for the entire East 
Bay area, to the saturation point. If those plans are carried out. 
there will be sufficient water both for domestic use and industrial 
use for the foreseeable future. Over and beyond that we also have 
had consulting with us an eminent engineer, formerly chief engineer 
and general manager of the district, ‘making a special study of the 
industrial water supply and rate situation “throughout the United 
States, and as it will apply locally. 

We promise again to your committee that, if there is a problem in 
industrial water supply, our district commits itself to do whatever 
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‘s necessary in the way of engineering designs and in the way of local 
. * ” . . _ on . < 
financing to accomplish it without the need of Federal expenditure. 


OPPOSITION TO SURVEY FUNDS 


The fallacy of the requirement for an additional $50,000 to be 
expended by the Federal Government at this time I think is apparent. 
We are prepared to spend whatever money is necessary for review and 
are doing so. I think that the Bureau of Reclamation is pretty well 
prepared at this time to know what their costs would be. It was so 
represented, as Mr. Ely pointed out, in the election campaign in 
Richmond this year. It appeared to us that the matter of a $50,000 
appropriation now can only be a subterfuge to authorize a project 
which ultimately would lead to a multi-million-dollar construction 
roject, and that is why we ask that you support the action already 
taken by the House. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 

Mr. McFartanp. We will file with your committee a written copy 
of our statement along with certain exhibits. 

Senator Haypen. Senator Knowland, I notice one of our congres- 
sional friends here. 

Senator KNowLanp. A little earlier I was informed that Congress- 
man Fhillips was prepared to wait until the Imperial-Coachella mat- 
ter came up. 

Mr. Evy. Mr. Chairman, that completes our presentation for East 
Bay municipal utility district unless you have questions. We ask that 
you sustain the action of the House. 


(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF East Bay Municrpat Utriiry Disrricr sy Louis J. 
BREUNER, PRESIDENT, AND JOHN W. MCFARLAND, GENERAL MANAGER 


In opposition to a proposed appropriation for work to be performed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation in connection with a proposed aqueduct 
from the Contra Costa canal, California, to the southwest Contra 
Costa County water district, California. 


We appear in support of the action of the House of Representatives which, 
by an amendment adopted on the floor, included the following language in the 
interior Department appropriation bill for fiscal year 1953 (p. 12, line 17): 

“No part of this appropriation shall be used to carry on field engineering 
survey work, design, or initiate construction of the Southwest Contra Costa 
Water District system to deliver industrial water to the vicinity of Richmond, 
California.” 

Richmond is within the East Bay municipal utility district, which we represent, 
and the House, by this language, has prevented the Reclamation Bureau from 
subsidizing new competition with the existing publicly owned water service. 
This language shouid be retained. 


DUPLICATION BETWEEN PUBLIC AGENCIES 


To review for a moment, in November of 1949 there was formed the southwest 
Contra Costa County water district in Contra Costa County, Calif. (hereinafter 
referred to as the southwest district). The southwest district includes within 
its boundaries the city of Richmond and a relatively small unincorporated 
territory adjacent to the city, which area contains the main storage reservoirs 
of the Standard Oil Co. of California. Practically all of the territory of the 
southwest district, ineluding all of the city of Richmond, lies within and overlaps 
the boundaries of the East Bay municipal utility district (hereinafter referred 
fo as the Hast Bay district). This East Bay district was formed in 19238 by 
vote of the people of nine cities and a large amount of unincorporated territory, 
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including the city of Richmond. Since that time the East Bay district has 
successfully served an adequate supply of fresh water at the lowest rates in 
the San Francisco Bay area, and, furthermore, we are assured of an adequate 
supply in the future. 

The new southwest district has proposed to bring water from Contra Costa 
canal into the area already served by the East Bay district. It is proposed that 
this be done by means of a conduit and tunnel to be financed and built by the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. The announced purpose of the project is to deliver cheap 
industrial water and assure a future water supply. However, it is imperative to 
point out here that there is no problem of water supply ; this project is merely the 
outcome of a local squabble over the price of industrial water. Currently, the 
East Bay district has rights to 225 million gallons of water per day and is only 
using one-half of this amount. On the subject of price, the present price of East 
Bay water is the lowest in the San Francisco Bay area. Of course, it would be 
possible to serve water to industrial users at a lower cost, but by subsidy only. 
The proposal of the southwest district would require a Federal subsidy or perhaps 
a local taxpayers’ subsidy; even the East Bay district could subsidize cheap 
industrial water by placing a burden upon the taxpayer or the domestic user. 
This we feel would not be good policy. 

The East Bay district has opposed the Richmond conduit because we feel the 
construction of these new water facilities would result in an unnecessary duplica- 
tion between public bodies. Such duplication would be adverse to the best inter- 
ests of the entire East Bay community. 


HOUSE AND SENATE TURNED DOWN DUPLICATION LAST YEAR 


Last year, after appearing before both the House committee and your commit- 
tee in this same matter, the Appropriations Committees of both Houses in their 
reports specifically forbade an expenditure for this project. However, the 
Bureau of Reclamation again this year has included a proposed appropriation for 
this proposed new project; hence we again feel compelled to register our opposi- 
tion, 
































HOUSE HAS REAFFIRMED DISAPPROVAL THIS YEAR 





In February the East Bay district appeared before the Subcommittee on 
Interior Appropriations of the House Appropriations Committee and repeated 
our story. As a result of our testimony and the great amount of interest 
shown in it by Congressmen throughout the entire United States, the House 
of Representatives, on Thursday, March 27, 1952, voted an amendment to the 
proposed Interior Department appropriation providing “That no part of this 
appropriation shall be used to carry on field engineering-survey work, design, or 
initiate construction of the Southwest Contra Costa Water District system to 
deliver industrial water to the vicinity of Richmond, Calif.” 

Our plea before you today is that you reaffirm the action taken by your same 
committee in this matter last year, and confirm the action taken already this 
year by the House of Representatives to specifically prohibit the expenditure 
of any funds by the Bureau of Reclamation to do any work whatsoever on the 
proposed project to bring water into the southwest district. 


PROGRESS OF EAST BAY DISTRICT SINCE LAST YEAR 


We are pleased to report to your committee regarding two commitments that 
we made to you last year: 

1. In the matter of rates, we promised to study our rate structure to determine 
whether or not a reduction in the rate for industrial water was possible. In 
July of 1951, after many conferences with industrial and civic leaders in the 
East Bay area, we effected a 25 percent reduction in the industrial rate to large 
users. Our new rate has met with approbation in writing of most of the large 
users in the East Bay area, including the Standard Oil Co. of California, which 
comprises 65 percent of the assessed valuation of the city of Richmond and 
hence of the southwest district. There are attached as exhibits hereto copies of 
representative letters received from industry on this subject. 

2. We promised to study diligently the long-range water needs of the entire 
East Bay area. This we have done, and as a result of these studies we have 
filed with the State engineer of California an application for additional water 
supply. This application will be given final review during the latter part of 
this year and, if acted upon favorably, will result in an adequate supply 
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of water for all of the people and industry in the territory of the East Bay 
district as far as can be seen into the future. 

Further, we have committed ourselves to a continuing policy to review 
water-supply problems of the future and currently have a special project being 
conducted by an eminent consulting engineer in the field of industrial water. 
The East Bay district is prepared both from an engineering standpoint and a 
financial standpoint to do whatever is necessary to assure a future water supply. 

We feel that our action in the above two matters has faithfully discharged our 
promises to your committee and is evidence of our good faith in the entire 
matter. 


ADVERSE EFFECT OF PROPOSED DUPLICATION RECOGNIZED BY ENTIRE EAST BAY AREA 


In addition to our previously voiced opposition to the southwest district project, 
there has grown in recent months an increasing amount of opposition from other 
cities, the partners of East Bay disrtict, who have studied arguments against 
the southwest district. (See exhibit attached.) Asa result of this study, all of 
the chambers of commerce of the major East Bay cities, outside of Richmond, 
have gone on record by official resolutions opposing the proposed southwest proj- 
ect on the grounds that it would be detrimental to the East Bay area in general. 
Copies of these resolutions are attached as exhibits hereto. In addition and 
most significant of all, the Richmond Council of Industries itself has gone on 
record expressing doubts about the desirability of this project. (See exhibit 
attached.) The Richmond Council of Industries is composed of the major 
industries within the southwest district and includes a vast majority of the 
assessed valuation of the city of Richmond. 


THE FALLACY OF AN APPROPRIATION FOR SURVEY ONLY 


The most recent argument of the southwest district is that $50,000 should be 
appropriated for the Bureau of Reclamation to spend in completing a survey 
of the feasibility of the proposed new project. They point out that about $60,000 
has alreday been spent but that the investigation report is incomplete and should 
be finished. This is a far cry from the argument advanced several months ago 
by the southwest district, which, in a campaign for an election to approve a 
proposed contract with the Bureau of Reclamation, maintained that “A ‘Yes’ 
vote obligates the Federal Government to build the Richmond lateral project.” 

One would assume from such a statement that the feasibility of the project 
had been well determined prior to. asking the people to approve a contract for 
a multimillion-dollar project. As a matter of fact, about that time, in a public 
hearing before the California Districts Securities Commission on Monday, Janu- 
ary 28, 1952, the engineer of the southwest district stated that within 2 weeks he 
could bring to final completion all of the engineering and cost data required for 
the districts securities commission to render a final report. : 

Where, then, can there be any real need for an additional $50,000 survey? The 
only conclusion at which we can arrive is that the matter of a survey is not the 
real issue and must therefore be a subterfuge to keep the project alive so that in 
some way the actual construction project can somehow be accomplished. Per- 
haps the idea is that if any funds are appropriated for use on this project, even 
if the appropriation is designated “for survey and initial investigation only,” then 
an appropriation for this project would no longer be subject to a point of order 
based on rule XXI, clause 2, of the Rules of the House of Representatives, or 
rule XVI, clause 1, of the Standing Rules of the Senate. Possibly it would be 
urged, once this initial appropriation is approved, that there is nothing we can 
do to prevent further appropriations, regardless of actual feasibility, and one 
more expensive, multi-million-dollar project would be on its way. Our special 
counsel will present a memorandum on a point of order against any appropria- 
tion for this proposed conduit. 

As a matter of fact, Acting Commissioner G. W. Lineweaver, of the Bureau of 
Reclamation, is on record as stating that in his opinion the inclusion of the 
$50,000 in the new budget would remove the existing prohibition against the 
use of funds for the project; that a repayment contract would be signed during 
the first quarter of the fiscal year and a construction contract awarded in the 
fiscal year 1954. The plan obviously is to accomplish the full multi-million-dollar 
project by whatever means is necessary. 

Such action would establish a new precedent for the Reclamation Bureau's 
activities in three different ways: 
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1. It isa municipal water supply project, not a reclamation project : The appro- 
priation would provide government funds to build an aqueduct which has no 
connection with reclamation at all, since it is an aqueduct to be constructed to 
deliver water for industrial and municipal use only. 

2. It would put the Federal Government into competition with a local publicly 
owned utility: The construction of this aqueduct would put the Bureau of 
Reclamation in the business of providing industrial water to a new utility in 
the city of Richmond, Calif., which would enter into direct competition with an 
established publicly owned water utility which is already delivering industrial 
and municipal water to the entire east San Francisco Bay area, including 
Richmond. 

3. The project has not been authorized by Congress: The proposed aqueduct 
project has never been authorized by Congress. It has no connection whatsoever 
with the Central Valley project in California other than the fact that this aque. 
duct would take water from the Contra Costa Canal. It is ont and never has 
been a part of the Central Valley project as defined by the State legislature or by 
Congress. 

These precedents should not be created: Never before has th Bureau of Recla- 
mation sought to build a project solely for industrial and municipal use. The 
proponents of this project have claimed that it is an element of the Central Valley 
reclamation project. Nowhere in the State’s Central Valley project act, which 
defines all units of the Central Valley project, nor in the various documents pub- 
lished by the Bureau of Reclamation in connection with the Federal participation 
in the Central Valley project, nor in any Federal legislation, has this Richmond 
aqueduct been mentioned. This aqueduct would deliver only raw, untreated 
water to the Richmond area from the Contra Costa Canal. If this conduit is con- 
structed at the expense of the Federal taxpayer, the Bureau of Reclamation will 
sell water to a new utility in the city of Richmond, placing that utility in direct 
competition with the East Bay municipal utility district which is now delivering 
water to the Richmond area. 


CONTINUE THE DISAPPROVAL OF AN UNNECESSARY APPROPRIATION 


Lust year members of your committee expressed surprise at the fact that a 
competing public agency should exist within the boundaries of another public 
agency formed for the same purpose. This violates the very principle of publicly 
owned utility operation, and I thing it is recognized by your committee that such 
duplication must inevitably lead to higher costs, either in the form of taxes or 
in the form of water rates, in this instance. 

Resting upon this principle, and for the further reasons outlined above, we 
respectfully request that your committee reject the proposed appropriation and 
again specifically provide in your committee report that no funds be available 
for the review, design, or construction of works to deliver water within the bound- 
aries of the East Bay municipal utility district, California. 


STATEMENT OF EAst BAY MuNIcrpau Utmry District, OAKLAND, CALIF. 


As a result of the attempts by the southwest Contra Costa County water district 
to secure Bureau of Reclamation assistance and Federal funds to construct a 
multi-million-dollar project to bring raw water from the Contra Costa Canal into 
an area already served by the East Bay municipal utility district, taxpayers and 
customers of the utility district. have become alarmed at this threat to establish 
competing public utilities. Already numerous chambers of commerce and other 
groups have gone on record in opposition to such a project. Copies of resolutions 
from the following organizations are enclosed in evidence of this opposition to the 
southwest Contra Costa County water district project ; 


Resolutions: 
Oakland Chamber of Commerce 
Berkeley Chamber of Commerce 
Alameda Chamber of Commerce 
Lafayette Chamber of Commerce 
San Leandro Chamber of Commerce 

Decoto Chamber of Commerce 
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Since there is no problem of water shortage in the area served by the East Bay 
municipal utility district, the present controversy with the Southwest Contra 
Costa County water district is purely a result of a price disagreement, despite 
the fact that the East Bay municipal utility district has reduced industrial rates 
py 25 percent within the last 7 months. Copies of letters from industries express- 
ing satisfaction with the East Bay municipal utility district rate schedules are 
enclosed ; 





Letters: 

Hercules Power Co. 

Standard Oil Co. of California 

Parr-Richmond Industrial Corp. 

Atchison Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. 

Land Development Committee of Alameda County 

Southern Pacifie Co. 

Alameda County manufacturers division of the Oakland Chamber of 
Commerce 

California & Hawaiian Sugar Refining Corp. 

Council of Richmond Industries. 


OAKLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Oakland, Calif. January 22, 1952. 
Mr. Louis J. BREUNER, 
President, East Bay Municipal Utility District, Oakland, Calif. 

Deak Louis: The attached resolution concerning the southwest Contra Costa 
County water district was adopted unanimously by our board of directors on 
Monday, January 21, 1952. 

Adoption followed a thorough study and recommendation by our manufac- 
turers division. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. A. SPARLING, General Manager. 


RESULUTION CONCERNING THE SOUTHWEST CONTRA Costa CouNtTY WATER Districtr 


Whereas the southwest Contra Costa County water district proposes to enter 
into a contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation to deliver an 
untreated duplicate water supply for industrial, municipal, and domestic pur- 
poses Within the area already served by the East Bay municipal utility district; 
and 

Whereas such a duplicate water supply, particularly by a Federal agency, is 
unnecessary and uneconomical, and would result inevitably in higher taxes 
and higher water rates for entire area served by the East Bay municipal utility 
district ; and 

Whereas there is a definite health hazard existent where untreated raw 
water is distributed through city streets paralleling the distribution system 
of a pure, filtered water supply, and through cross-connections may contribute 
to the spread of typhoid and other water-borne diseases ; and 

Whereas there is no need now, cr for the next 25 years, for an additional 
Water supply for any part of the East Bay area, as present use through the 
Kast Bay municipal utility district is only one-half of the quantity obtainable 
from present sources ; and 

Whereas large amounts of steel and other critical materials would be required 
for the construction of said unnecessary and duplicating system; now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Oakland Chamber of Commerce goes on record in opposi- 
tion to a contract between the southwest Contra Costa County water district 
and the United States Bureau of Reclamation for the delivery of a water supply 
into the southwest Contra Costa County water district. 
JANUARY 21, 1952. 


98400-—52 66 
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BERKELEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Berkeley, Calif., January 21, 1951. 
Mr. Louris BREUNER, 
President, East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Mr. BrReEUNER: I am happy to report to you that the board of directors of 
the Berkeley Chamber of Commerce, at its meeting on January 14, 1952, took 
action against the proposed contract between the southwest Contra Costa County 
water district and the United States Bureau of Reclamation as indicated in the 
words of the resolution which follows: 

“Whereas the southwest Contra Costa County water district proposes to enter 
into a contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation to deliver an 
untreated duplicate water supply for industrial, municipal, and domestic pur- 
poses within the area already served by the East Bay municipal utility district ; 
and 

“Whereas such a duplicate water supply is unnecessary and uneconomical, and 
would result inevitably in higher taxes and higher water rates for the entire 
area served by the East Bay municipal utility district; and 

“Whereas there is a definite health hazard existent where untreated raw water 
is distributed through city streets paralleling the distribution system of a pure, 
filtered, water supply and through cross-connections may contribute to the spread 
of typhoid and other water-borne diseases; and 

“Whereas the diversion of water into the southwest Contra Costa County water 
district will seriously diminish the water available for the ultimate needs of 
the area presently served by the Contra Costa canal; and 

“Whereas large amounts of steel and other critical materials would be required 
for the construction of said unnecessary and duplicating system: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Berkeley Chamber of Commerce record its opposition to 
a contract between the southwest Contra Costa County water district and the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation for the delivery of a water supply into the 
southwest Contra Costa County water district.” 

I know that you and those associated with you will put this resolution to the 
best possible use. 

Cordially yours, 
Wma. J. Norton, President. 


RESOLUTION OF THE ALAMEDA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, ALAMEDA, CALIF. 


RESOLUTION NO. 5103 


Whereas the southwest Contra Costa County water district proposes to enter 
into a contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation to deliver an 
untreated duplicate water supply for industrial, municipal, and domestic pur- 
poses within the area already served by the East Bay municipal utility district; 
and 

Whereas such a duplicate water supply is unnecessary and uneconomical, and 
would result inevitably in higher taxes and higher water rates for the entire 
area served by the East Bay municipal utility district ; and 

Whereas there is a definite health hazard existent where untreated raw water 
is distributed through city streets paralleling the distribution system of a pure, 
filtered water supply, and through cross-connections may contribute to the 
spread of typhoid and other water-borne diseases ; and 

Whereas the diversion of water into the southwest Contra Costa County water 
district seriously diminishes the water available for the ultimate needs of the 
area presently served by the Contra Cost canal; and 

Whereas large amounts of steel and other critical materials would be required 
for the construction of said unnecessary and duplicating system: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Alameda Chamber of Commerce, 
That that body go on record in opposition to a contract between the southwest 
Contra Costa County water district and the United States Bureau of Reclama- 
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tion for the delivery of a water supply into the southwest Contra Costa County 
water district. 
Dated: January 22, 1952. 
M. W. MILLER, 
President, Alameda Chamber of Commerce. 
Attest Vie A. Cangi, 
General Manager. 


LAFAYETTE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Lafayette, Calif., January 22, 1952. 
Mr. Louris BREUNER, 
President, East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Mr. Breuner: The board of directors of this organization have voted 
unanimously against the southwest Contra Costa water district delivering an 
untreated duplicate water supply within the area already served by the East 
Bay municipal utility district. 

Very truly yours, 
LAFAYETTE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Frep Preetow, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the southwest Contra Costa County water district proposes to enter 
into a contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation to deliver an 
untreated duplicate water supply for industrial, municipal, and domestic pur- 
poses within the area already served by the East Bay municipal utility district; 
and 

Whereas such a duplicate water supply is unnecessary and uneconomical, and 
would result inevitably in higher taxes and higher water rates for the entire 
area served by the East Bay municipal utility district; and 

Whereas there is a definite health hazard existent where untreated raw 
water is distributed through city streets paralleling the distribution system of 
a pure, filtered, water supply, and through cross-connections may contribute to 
the spread of typhoid and other water-borne diseases; and 

Whereas the diversion of water into the southwest Contra Costa County water 
district seriously diminishes the water available for the ultimate needs of the 
area presently served by the Contra Costa Canal; and 

Whereas large amounts of steel and other critical materials would be required 
for the construction of said unnecessary and duplicating system: Now, therefore, 
be it ‘ 

Resolwed, That this body goes on record in opposition to a contract between 
the southwest Contra Costa County water district and the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation for the delivery of a water supply into the southwest Contra 
Costa County water district. 


SAN LEANDRO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


San Leandro, Calif., February 1, 1952. 
LouIs J. BRUENER, 


President, East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 

DEAR PRESIDENT BRUENER: The San Leandro Chamber of Commerce Board of 
Directors unanimously adopted the enclosed resolution indicating it is opposed 
to duplicating existing water service in any portion of the East Bay municipal 
utility district as proposed by the southwest Contra Costa County water district 
in the Richmond area. 

The decision came following thorough study and recommendation by the 
chamber’s housing-land development committee—a group of 35 leading chamber 
members and San Leandro property owners. 

four copies of the resolution are provided, inasmuch as you will undoubtedly 
be making a number of presentations on this subject. If more are needed, let 
us know. 

Best regards to the district in its campaign to prevent a costly, uneconomic 
Situation from arising. 

Cordially yours, 
C. W. Lawson, President. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the southwest Contra Costa County water district proposes to enter 
into a contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation to deliver an 
untreated duplicate water supply for industrial, municipal, and domestic pur 
poses within an area already served by the East Bay municipal utility district ; 
and 

Whereas the San Leandro Chamber of Commerce believes this duplicating 
Water service would result in higher taxes and higher water rates because it is 
unnecessary and uneconomical; and 

Whereas a definite health hazard would be created because of the untreated 
raw water being distributed in an area where cross connections could bring it into 
contact with pure, filtered water; and 

Whereas the diversion of water into the Richmond area diminishes the water 
available for needs along the area served by the Contra Costa canal; and 

Whereas critical materials would be required for construction of the proposed 
Government-owned system: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, The San Leandro Chamber of Commerce is opposed to a eontract 
between the southwest Contra Costa water district and the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation for the delivery of a water supply into the southwest Contra 
Costa water district of Richmond ; and be it further 

Resolved, Copies of this resolution be sent to Louis J. Bruener, president of 
the East Bay municipal utility district, for presentation to the House and 
Senate Appropriation Committees and any, other Federal and State agencies 
having jurisdiction over this matter. 

Introduced and adopted February 1, 1952. 
C. W. Lawson, President. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Southwest Contra Costa County water district proposes to enter 
into a contract with the United States Bureau of Reclamation to deliver an 
untreated duplicate water supply for industrial, municipal, and domestic pur 
poses within the area already served by the East Bay municipal utility district; 
and 

Whereas such a duplicate water supply is unnecessary and uneconomical, and 
would result inevitably in higher taxes and higher water rates for the entire 
area served by the East Bay municipal utility district ; and 

Whereas there is a definite health hazard existent where untreated raw water 
is distributed through city streets paralleling the distribution system of a pure, 
filtered water supply, and through cross-connections may contribute to the spread 
of typhoid and other water-borne diseases; and 

Whereas the diversion of water into the southwest Contra Costa County water 
district seriously diminishes the water available for the ultimate needs of the 
area presently served by the Contra Costa Canal; and 

Whereas, large amounts of steel and other critical materials would be re- 
quired for the construction of said unnecessary and duplicating system: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this body goes on record in opposition to a contract between 
the southwest Contra Costa County water district and the United States Bureau 
of Reclamation for the delivery of a water supply into the southwest Contra 
Costa County water district. 

DeEcoto CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 

MANUEL Hipa.oo, President, 
BERNIE R. JOSEPH, Secretary, 


Hercuies Powper Co., INc., 
Hercules, Calif... January 23, 1952. 


Mr. JoHN W. McFartanp, 
General Manager, East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 
Dear Mr. McFarianp: In answer to your question, could the Hercules 
Powder Co. use an unfinished water such as an all-year-round analysis of the 
hardness, turbidity, and chemical content of Contra Costa canal water indicates, 
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1 will briefly outline the company’s present use of water and the problems at- 
tendant on the use of a raw supply. 

The Hercules Powder Co. has for many years been obtaining water from the 
Hercules Water Co., a subsidiary of the Hercules Powder Co., which secures its 
water supply from the Crockett pipeline of the East Bay municipal utility dis- 
trict. The district’s supply, which we understand is derived either from the 
Mokelumne River or San Pablo Reservoir or an admixture of these two sup- 
plies, is from our standpoint a good quality water. From observation and tests 
it contains no foreign matter in suspension, is a rather soft water, and is low in 
undesirable chemicals. 

A good many years ago, the Hercules Powder Co. pumped considerable salt 
water from San Pablo Bay for cooling purposes. Due to changes in our opera- 
tions which substantially changed the amount of cooling water required and also 
due to the increased use of materials of construction on which the corrosive 
effect of salt water was objectionable, it was found expedient to employ fresh 
water of desirable quality in combination with the use of cooling towers. The 
plant also requires a finished water for drinking and sanitary uses as well as 
for process water employed in the manufacture of the company’s various com- 
mercial products. 

It would not prove economical to use an unfinished water, such as a supply 
from the Contra Costa canal, at our Hercules plant even if this supply could 
be obtained at a cost somewhat less than the current water rates of the East Bay 
municipal utility district. The reasons for this are that an unfinished supply 
would necessitate the installation of a dual water system in the plant and for 
the majority of plant uses this supply would have to be filtered and in some cases 
softened. It is also understood that Contra Costa canal water fluctuates greatly 
throughout the year in turbidity, hardness, and chemical content, thus adding 
to water-treatment problems of an individual plant such as the Hercules Powder 
Co. Treatment of this water would be essential in connection with the operation 
of the plant’s boilers and in the use of water for processing operations. 

One factor that is paramount to the successful operation of the Hercules 
Powder Co. plant is a dependable supply of water. In the years the company 
has been indirectly supplied by the district through the Hercules Water Co. we 
bave never failed to obtain sufficient water to meet the demands of the plant. 
This is due, no doubt, to the fact that the district provides ample storage and 
has available two sources of supply, Mokelumne River and San Pablo Reservoir 
water. A supply with extremely limited storage and no assurance of continuous 
avaliability would not be satisfactory from the viewpoint of the management 
of the Hercules Powder Co. 

Yours very truly, 
C. T. Burrer, Works Manager. 


STANDARD OIL Co, oF CALIFORNIA, 
San Francisco, Calif., November 19, 1951. 
Mr. JOHN McFARLAND, : 
Bast Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Mr. MAcFarLAND: We wish to express our appreciation to you and the 
board of directors of the East Bay Municipal Water District for the far-sighted 
policy in recognizing the needs of industry as exemplified in the recent downward 
revision of water rates. We believe that this forward step will indicate to those 
industries seeking building sites in California that they will receive sympathetic 
consideration of their water needs by locating in the bay area. This will un- 
doubtedly result in making the territory served by the district one of the greatest 
industrial and metropolitan centers in the country. 

In our own case at Richmond it has opened up opportunities for replacing 
the use of salt water in those services in which corrosion has been a problem. 
This replacement, tgoether with the normal expansion of new plant facilities, 
will place greater dependence on the supply and rate structure of fresh water. 

Yours sincerely, 
Grorce A. DaviDson. 
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Parr-RICHMOND INDUSTRIAL CorP., 
San Francisco, Calif., August 27, 1951. 
Mr. F. H. EastTMan, 
Assistant Secretary, Fast Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 


Dear Hart: I have considered your letter of August 20, 1951, and the new 
schedule of water rates and charges. 
The new schedule covered by Resolution No. 14977 meets with my full approval! 
Yours very truly, 
Frep D. Parr, 
Chairman of the Board, Parr-Richmond Industrial Corp. 


THE ATCHISON, ToPpEKA & SANTA Fr RAILWaAy Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., August 21, 1951. 
Mr. F. H. EasTMAn, 
Assistant Secretary, East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 
Dear Mr. EASTMAN: Thank you for your letter of August 20 and for the new 
schedule of water rates effective July 1 in the territory which you serve. 
I am sure that the reduced water rates can be used as an added incentive to 
attract industries to this territory. 
With kindest regards, 
Yours truly, 
J, E. Puace, Industrial Agent. 


E. K. Woop LuMBER Co., 
Oakland, Calif., August 20, 1951. 
East Bay MunNrorPaL UTitity District, 
Oakland, Calif. 
(Attention: Mr. John MacFarland. ) 


GENTLEMEN: As a member of the Land Development Committee of Alameda 
County, and as chairman of its subcommittee on industrial water, I wish to 
commend your Board for the action taken by it to reduce the water rate in the 
larger volume brackets. Your action is timely and farsighted in the face of the 
rapid expansion of west coast industry. It will forestall practically any plant 
relocation out of your district for solely water cost reasons. It will attract new 
plants into this area, which hitherto hesitated because of what they considered 
excessive water rates. It will benefit your district not only in greater sales to 
new industry, but, also, in increased sales to older industries that were margina 
self-suppliers under the old rate. In fact, it will benefit the whole community 
directly or indirectly, as this community can be truly prosperous only when its 
industry is sound, diversified, and expanding. 

It was a pleasure to work with members of your staff on this matter, and | 
wish to extend our thanks for their cooperation and fairness. 

Sincerely, 
J. B. Woop, 
Chairman of Subcommittee on Industrial Water, 
Land Development of Alameda County. 


SouTHERN PaciFic Co., 
San Francisco, Calif., August 16, 1951. 
Mr. F. H. EASTMAN, 
Manager, Commercial Division, East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Mr. EASTMAN: It has been noted that East Bay Municipal Utility Dis- 
trict has made a very commendable reduction in its water rates for the largest 
consumers. Question of water rates receives consideration in the location of new 
industries proportionate to the water requirements of these prospects. Conse- 
quently in case of industries who use great quantities of water the water rates 
are of extreme importance. 
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Hast Bay area, as you know, has experienced a very rapid industrial growth 
within the past few years and there seems to be every indication of further 
growth. We believe this reduction in rates for the largest consumers will be of 
real assistance in our efforts to interest industrial prospects in the areas which 
are served by our respective companies. 

Yours very truly, 
C. D. LAFFERTY. 


CHEVROLET—OAKLAND DIVISION OF GENERAL Motors Corp., 
Oakland, Calif., July 8, 1951. 
Mr. ArTHUR C, AMES, 
Public Relations Assistant, Fast Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Mr. Ames: Attached is a list of the members of the executive committee 
of the Alameda County manufacturers division of the Oakland Chamber of 
Commerce. 

In view of the fact that the revision of water rates, effective 1st of July, is of 
great interest to the manufacturers of Alameda County, I would like to let our 
executive committee know about the developments. We are not having another 
meeting until late in August, so I would appreciate it if you would mail copies 
of the news realease and rate schedule to each one on the committee. 

My quick review of the rate schedule indicates that the rate changes are favor- 
able to development of industry in this area and they represent a very thorough 
study of conditions on the part of the East Bay municipal utility district. 

Yours truly, 
D. D. DoucLass, 
Chairman, Manufacturers Division, Oakland Chamber of Commerce. 


CALIFORNIA & HAWAIIAN SUGAR REFINING CorpP., 
San Francisco, February 5, 1952. 
Mr. J. W. McFARLANp, 
General Manager, East Bay Municipal Utility District, 
Oakland, Calif. 

Dear Mr. McFartanp: The following information is submitted in answer to 
your letter of January 17 regarding suitability of a water supply similar to that 
available in the Contra Costa canal for the operations of our refinery at Crockett, 
Calif. 

At the present time our annual consumption of fresh water in a normal year 
amounts to about 650,000,000. gallons. Because of the nature of our refining 
processes, a dependable supply of good quality, reasonably priced water, is 
essential to efficient plant operation and the quality of our product. The water 
which we now purchase from you meets these requirements. In the opinion of 
our Crockett staff, a raw water having the characteristics of hardness, turbidity, 
and mineral content indicated in the analysis of water taken from Contra Costa 
canal contained in your letter of January 17, could not be used economically in 
the Crockett plant. 

In addition to the increased costs that would be incurred through the use of 
untreated water from the Contra Costa canal, it would be necessary for C. & H. 
to accept the responsibility for the potability of the water used in direct process- 
ing. There is an advantage in having this “bacteriological hazard” borne by 
others when we are involved in processing a food product. 

Besides water quality, the factor of dependability of supply is an important 
consideration in our operations. An interruption of water service or failure 
to provide the quantities of water required would be extremely costly and hazard- 
ous tothe company. For this reason we would be most reluctant to consider any 
source of supply that could not demonstrate an ability to provide an adequate 
and uninterrupted flow of water at all times. 

The Crockett refinery has purchased water from the East Bay municipal utility 
district on an outside district basis since 1936. During this period, the district 
has demonstrated its ability to provide a dependable supply of high quality water 
at reasonable rates. 
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To assure ourselves a permanent continuance of this high level of water service, 
the Crockett refinery was legally annexed, at our request, to the East Bay munici- 
pal utility district in November 1951. 

Yours very truly, 
W. H. STEPHENS, 
Vice President, in Charge of Production. 


CoUNCIL OF RICHMOND INDUSTRIES, 
Richmond, Calif., February 5, 1952. 
Mr. JoHN W. McFARLAND, 
General Manager, EBMUD, Oakland, Calif. 


Dear Mr. McFartanp: Pursuant to the application by the SWCCCWD. to the 
United States Bureau of Reclamation for the delivery of water to southwest 
Contra Costa County, the Council of Richmond Industries by a majority vote of 
the members present at their regular meeting of February 5, 1952, were in agree- 
ment to the following: 

That there is a shortage of water in the Central Valley of California and that 
for the long range protection of Richmond Industries steps should be taken to 
insure future water rights for this area. 

At the present time, however, none of the major industries indicated that they 
could use water as supplied by SWCCCWD because : 

(a) The quality of the water limits its use primarily to cooling operations. 

(b) The rates quoted by the water district appear to be estimates only and 
not definitely established by complete engineering cost studies. 

(c) There is a possibility that the area would be burdened with another taxing 
district, duplicating one now in existence. 

Sincerely, 
R. P. CopeLanp, 
Vice Chairman, Council of Richmond Industries. 


ARGUMENTS AGAINST SOUTHWEST CONTRA Costa COUNTY WATER District PRoJEcT 


I, PROJECT IS UNSOUND 


A. The present EBMUD industrial water rates are the lowest in the San 
Francisco-San Pablo Bay area. 

B. High valuation, high payroll industries are consistently being located in all 
industrial areas served by the EBMUD including Richmond. 

C. Comparatively few industries can use the untreated water supply proposed 
by the SWCCCWD. The proposed canal supply has considerable foreign matter 
in suspension much of the year which makes it unsatisfactory for most industrial 
uses, 

D. SWCCCWD proposed supply would be subject to interruption. Industrial 
plants must have a dependable supply which EBMUD can guarantee. 

E. There is no need, at this time, for an additional water supply for any part 
of the East Bay area as the present use throughout the EBMUD is only one-half 
the quantity obtainable from present sources. 

F. Quoted water rate of the SWCCCWD is not valid because there is no 
assurance of a market for such water. Further, the quoted rate does not 
include costs of distribution to the customer. 

G. The proposed project would create an unnecessary duplication of water 
Service since the EBMUD cannot abandon its system in Richmond and EBMUD 
service will be required for all filtered water supply and as stand-by for 
dependability. 


If. ADVERSE EFFECT OF SWCCCWD PROJECT 


A. SWCCCWD project must be tax-supported to meet obligation to the Federal 
Government. Richmond taxpayers must also pay the bill if the project col- 
lapses entirely. They must also continue to pay EBMUD taxes. 

B. A duplicate water-supply system would inevitably resulf in higher taxes 
and higher water rates for the entire area served by the EBMUD if some indus- 
trial revenue were lost to the SWCCCWD. 
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Cc. A public body superimposed upon an existing public body never fails to 
increase tax costs to the taxpayers of both public bodies. 

ID. These higher taxes and water rates would be a waste of public money 
and would actually frighten industry away instead of attracting it as claimed 
by the SWCCOWD. 

E. Large amounts of steel and other critical materials would be required for 
the construction of this unnecessary project. 

F. Any loss of revenue by the EBMUD as a result of this project would seri- 
ously affect the sale of EBMUD bonds needed in the future to expand the entire 
East Bay water system. 


Ill, PUBLIC HEALTH HAZARD 


A. The SWCCCWD project would create a definite health hazard by bringing 
an untreated, raw water supply into an area now served with pure EBMUD 
water. 

B. A recent official survey, covering a 17-year period, shows that 2.300 cases of 
typhoid fever and 8,314 cases of other water-borne diseases, resulting in 1,192 
deaths occurred in American cities; 98 percent of these cases were due to 
polluted industrial water supplies such as now being preposed for Richmond by 
the SWCCCWD. 


IV. EFFECT ON PRESENT USERS OF CONTRA COSTA CANAL WATER 


A. Diversion of water from the Contra Costa canal to SWCCCWD would en- 
danger the supply of all present users. 

B. The more water used by the SWCCCWD, the less will be left for the 
ultimate development of the area now served by the Contra Costa County water 
district 


Comparison of water consumption, EBMUD versus Richmond 


EBMUD Richmond 


Total consumption (all uses) ’ 111.00 14. 80 
Total industrial consumption ; : 19. 00 . 30 


GENERAL DATA ON EaSt BAY MUNICIPAL UTILIry DISTRICT 


ORIGIN 


1. Election authorizing formation of utility district, May 8, 1925 
2. East Bay municipal utility district organized May 22, 1923 
3. $89,000,000 bond issue approved for construction of Mokelumne system Novem- 
4, 1924 
. Construction of Mokelumne system, 1925-1929 
5. $26,000,000 bond issue approved for purchase of East Bay Water Co. November 
1, 1927 
}. Properties of East Bay Water Co. acquired in fee December 8, 1928 
. Mokelumne water reached local distribution system June 23, 1919 


PRIMARY WATERSHED 


. Location: Portions of Alpine, Amador, and Calaveras Counties 
2. Area: 575 square miles 
3. Runoff (comparisons—number of times amounts would fill Pardee 
Reservoir ) : 
Average annual runoff over past 42 years 
Average annual runoff over past 5 years______________ 
Runoff in wettest year in last 25 years (1938) 
Runoff in driest year in last 25 years (1924) 
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PARDEE RESERVOIR 


. Location: 88 miles northeast of Stockton on Mokelumne River 
. Area: 2,200 acres 
3. Capacity : 68.4 billion gallons—209,973 acre-feet (equal to 640 days’ supply at 
present average rate of 107 million gallons daily) 


PARDEE DAM 


. Height, 358 feet above river bed 
2. Width, 1,337 feet across top 
8. Thickness, 241 feet at base, 16 at crest 
Elevation, 575 feet U. S. G. S. datum 
. Power plant, 15,000 kilowatt hours or 20,000 horsepower 
. Time required to construct, 2 years 


MOKELUMNE AQUEDUCTS 
Length and size: 
. Pardee tunnel 8 foot horseshoe saree meade a ceatee 
Steel pipe 54-65-inch, first line; 68-inch second line 
. Walnut Creek tunnel 8 foot horseshoe 
. Concrete pipe (Lafayette) 9 foot concrete pipe 
. Lafayette tunnel 8 foot horseshoe 
3. Claremont tunnel 8 foot horseshoe 


Total length 





First line | Second lin 


completed | complet 
1929 | 1949 


Million | Millio 
gallons per day gallons pe 
42 | 





1. Gravity a - - 5 7 : 

2. Plus Walnut Creek pumping plant or other d 67 | 

3. Plus Bixler pumping plant or other 96 
Total both lines at capacity 





TERMINAL RESERVOIRS 
Capacity 
(billion gallons) 
2c) EE en ale 
Upper San Leandro 
aravete... a 
San Pablo___ ~~ 


Total__ 


Capacity 
(million gallons 
per day) 


NE 

. Upper San Leandro 
. Orinda 

. San Pablo 

. Grant Miller 


Total 


DISTRIBUTION PUMPING PLANTS 


DE Sis ac ntti ceded nee Fo pe eee 
. Total capacity million gallons per day_- 


DISTRIBUTION STORAGE RESERVOIRS 
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MISCELLANEOUS 


. Miles of pipe in local distribution system 

2, Area served by East Bay municipal utility district__...square miles__ 
Alameda, Albany, Ashland, Berkeley, Castro Valley, Chabot, 
Colonial Acres, El Cerrito, Emeryville, Fairview, Kensington, 
Lafayette, Mulford Gardens, Oakland, Orinda, Piedmont, Pleas- 
ant Hill, Richmond, Rodeo, San Leandro, San Lorenzo Village, 
San Pablo, Saranap, Washington Acres, C. & H. Refinery 
(Crockett). 

Number of customers (meters in service) 221, 77 


» bbe 
Number of consumers (estimated) ____ 2S? 353" Oe, 660 


Growth since 1940 


Increase 


Percent 
146 
49 
78 
28 
70 


Gross water consumption 
Number of customers 
Number of consumers 
;. Miles of distribution pipe 
Filter plant capacity 
Distribution storage capacity 
Distribution pumping-plant capacity 
Ultimate increase in supply from Mokelumne aqueduct as a 
result of second aqueduct. 


i Million gallons per day. 
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EAST BAY MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT 
FLOW DIAGRAM 


PARDEE RESERVOIR 
PARDEE TUNNEL 


BIXLER PUMPING PLANT 


WALNUT CREEK PUMPING PLANT 


WALNUT CREEK TUNNEL 


LAFAYETTE TUNNEL 
cab, RUNOFF 


TERMINAL RESERVOIRS 


UPPER 
SAN PABLO TUNNEL SAN LEANURO 


DISTRIBUTION RESERVOIRS 


CONSUMERS METERS ,/10/52 


Senator Know.anp. Next we have the Imperial irrigation district. 

Representative Puiturs. Mr. Chairman, I am here with an interest 
in the Imperial district testimony and the Coachella Valley testimony, 
but to save your time I think the witnesses will make their statements 
and not I. I will just remain here. Mr. Ely will speak for Imperial, 
and I have four witnesses here for the Coachella division. 
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STATEMENT OF NORTHCUTT ELY, SPECIAL COUNSEL TO THE 
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Ery. Mr. Chairman, this committee in its report in the Interior 
Department appropriation bill for fiscal 1952 (Rept. 499, 82d Cong. 
ist sess.) accompanying H. R. 3790, made the following statement: 

The committee has approved the inclusion in the total appropriation from the 
Colorado River dam fund, Bureau of Reclamation, $191,000 to continue opera- 
tion and maintenance during construction of imperial Dam and the All-American 
Canal including Pilot Knob check and wasteway with the understanding that 
the use of said funds for this purpose is to be for this one fiscal year pending 
a determination of the effect of the Mexican Water Treaty of 1944 on the exist- 
ing repayment contract of December 1, 1932, between the United States and the 
Imperial irrigation district. 

The committee recommends that the Secretary of the Interior enlist the aid 
of the Department of Justice in promptly exploring the possibility of a contract 
between Imperial irrigation district and the United States to the end that a 
mutually satisfactory determination may be agreed upon and that the Imperial 
irrigation district also promptly join in this endeavor. 

The appropriation of funds for operation and maintenance during construc- 
tion of Imperial Dam and the All-American Canal shall not be considered prej- 
udicial to the interest of the United States or Imperial irrigation district. 

I am pleased to report that on March 4, 1952, the Imperial irri- 
gation district, and on March 18, 1952, the Secretary of the Interior, 
executed an agreement carrying out the committee’s direction, and 
on May 1, 1S 52, the Secret ary transferred to the district the operation 
and maintenance of the works therein eer ided for. 

This contract and certain memoranda, transcripts of proceedings 
before the Secretary, correspondence, and so forth, are offered for the 
record as exhibits accompanying this statement. 

The Imperial irrigation district desires to express to the commit- 
tee and particularly to Senator Knowland, a member of the com- 
mittee, its appreciation for bringing this long-drawn-out controversy 
to a head and requiring a solution of it. We believe the solution ob- 
tained is a fair and workable one. 

Since Mr. Phillips is here, I desire to add an expression of appre- 
ciation from the district to him on the House side. You will find in 
the Congressional Record a statement by Mr. Phillips, under date 
of March 26, 1952, which we are offering as an exhibit, summarizing 
some of the difficulties which he had to overcome there. 

[ want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I would like to offer these 
exhibits. 

Senator Haypen. They will be made a part of the record. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Exuisir I. IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT OF 
Marcu 4, 1952 


CONTRACT AMENDATORY OF AND SUPPLEMENTAL TO ALL-AMERICAN CANAL CONTRACT 
Datrep Decemeber 1, 1932 


THIS AMENDATORY AND SUPPLEMENTAL CONTRACT, made this 4th day of March, 
1952, pursuant to the Act of Congress approved June 17, 1902 (32 Stat. 388), 
and Acts amendatory thereof and supplementary thereto, all of which Acts are 
commonly Known and referred to as the Reclamation Law, and particularly pur- 
suant to the Act of Congress approved December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057), 
designated the Boulder Canyon Project Act, and the Treaty between the United 
States of America and the United Mexican States signed at Washington, Feb- 
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ruary 3, 1944, the Protocol thereto signed at Washington, November 14, 1944 
and the reservations included in the consent to ratification by the Senate of 
the United States, April 18, 1945, providing for the utilization of the waters 
of the Colorado and Tijuana Rivers and of the Rio Grande from Fort Quitman, 
Texas, to the Gulf of Mexico all as duly ratified and proclaimed (59 Stat. 1219), 
hereinafter called the Mexican Water Treaty, between THE UNITED STATEs 01 
AMERICA, hereinafter referred to as the “United States,” acting for this purpose 
by Oscar L. Chapman, Secretary of the Interior, hereinafter styled the “Sec 
retary,’ and IMPERIAL IRRIGATION District, and irrigation district created 
organized, and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of Cali 
fornia, With its principal place of business at El Centro, Imperial County, 
California, hereinafter referred to as the “District,” 


WHITNESSETH : 
EXPLANATORY RECITALS 


2. WHEREAS the United States and the District have heretofore entered into a 
contract dated December 1, 1932, entitled “Contract for Construction of Diversion 
Dam, Main Canal and Appurtenant Structures and for Delivery of Water,” 
hereinafter called “Contract of December 1, 1932,” providing, among other things, 
for the construction of Imperial Dam and the All-American Canal, for the opera- 
tion and maintenance thereof, for repayment of the cost thereof by the District, 
for the utilization of power possibilities upon said Canal and for the delivery of 
water by the United States; and 

3. WHEREAS among other works, Imperial Dam and that Section of the <A]! 
American Canal from Imperial Dam to and including Pilot Knob Check and 
Wasteway have been constructed by the United States; and 

4. WHEREAS the Mexican Water Treaty makes provision for a portion of the 
waters allocated to Mexico under said Treaty to be diverted at Imperial Dam 
and delivered to Mexico by means of the All-American Canal and the Pilot Knob 
Wasteway ; and 

5. WHEREAS under the provisions of the Mexican Water Treaty, direct owner 
ship, control, and jurisdiction over Imperial Dam and that portion of the All- 
American Canal from Imperial Dam to and including Pilot Knob Check and 
Wasteway is required to be retained in the United States within the limits and 
to the extent necessary to effectuate the provisions of the said Treaty, and such 
requirement of the said Treaty will be satisfied if the care, operation, and 
maintenance by the District of the works specified in subsection (b) of Article 10 
hereof are under the supervision and control of the Secretary to insure that al! 
diversions are made in accord with Master Schedules and fulfillment at all times 
of all necessary coordinated actions affecting all diversions; and 

6. Wuereas the Mexican Water Treaty provides that Mexico shall pay to the 
United States a proportion of the costs actually incurred in the construction of 
Imperial Dam and of the All-American Canal from Imperial Dam to_and includ 
ing Pilot Knob Check and Wasteway, as determined by the two Governments 
and annually, a part of the total costs of maintenance and operation of such 
facilities in proportion to the amount of water delivered annually through such 
facilities for use in each of the two countries; and 

7. Wuereas under the said Treaty it is provided that in the event that revenues 
from the sale of hydroelectric power which may be generated at Pilot Knob be 
come available for the amortization of part or all of the costs of Imperial Dam 
and the Imperial Dam-Pilot Knob Section of the All-American Canal, Mexico's 
part of the cost of said facilities is to be reduced or repaid in the same proportion 
as the balance of the total costs is reduced or repaid; and 

8. Wuereas the United States and the District desire to amend and supplement 
their contract of December 1, 1932, so as to make said contract conform with the 
obligations of the United States under the Mexican Water Treaty, and to preserve 
to the United States and to the District the benetfis of said contract to the maxi- 
mum extent compatible with the provisions of said Treaty; 

9. Now, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants herein contained, 
the parties hereto agree as follows, to wit: 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF CERTAIN WORKS BY UNITED STATES AND BY DISTRICT 


10. (a) The Secretary, in accordance with the contract of December 1, 1982. 
has determined and does hereby determine and notify the District, and the 
District agrees, that construction of all works provided for therein has been 





INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1953 1053: 


completed in accordance with the said contract of December 1, 1932. The 
Secretary hereby grants to the District permission to install, at its own cost 
and expense, such structures in the common section of the Main All-American 
Canal to Coachella Valley at such times, at such points and with such capacities 
as the District may determine; provided, however, that such permission shall 
not be construed as modifying the position either of the District or the Secretary 
with regard to the opening to entry of public lands on the Imperial East Mesa. 

(pb) At the expiration of sixty (60) days from and after the date of this 
contract, or at such earlier date as may be otherwise mutually agreed upon, 
the District, without further or other notice, shall assume the care, operation 
and maintenance of all of the works not already covered by notice of completion 
neretofore given by the Secretary to the District, except Laguna Dam, the Cali- 
fornia Sluiceway and the overflow section of Imperial Dam, and the headworks 
and other works constructed at the east end of said dam for delivery of water 
to water users in Arizona and the desilting works below said headworks, and 
except those works hereinafter specified in subsection (c) of this article, and 
thereafter the District shall care for, operate and maintain said works, in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this contract and the contract of December 1, 
1932 

(c) Anything in the contract of December 1, 1932, to the contrary notwith- 
standing, the care, operation and maintenance of all turnout structures now 
or hereafter constructed in the Imperial Dam-Pilot Knob Section of the All- 
American Canal for service to the Siphon Drop Power Plant, the Yuma Project: 
Main Canal and the lands of the Yuma Project in California shall be retained 
permanently by the United States, and said turnout structures shall be operated 
and maintained by the Bureau of Reclamation, without expense to the District, 
under such rules and regulations as may be promulgated by the Secretary, not 
inconsistent with this contract or the contract of December 1, 1932; provided, 
however, that the Secretary shall have the right, with the consent of the District, 
to contract with any organization of Yuma Project water users for the care, 
operation and maintenance of said turnouts. 

(d) Anything in the contract of December 1, 1932, to the contrary notwith- 
standing, the care, operation and maintenance of Laguna Dam, the California 
Sluiceway at Imperial Dam, the overflow section of Imperial Dam and the 
headworks and other works constructed at the east end of said dam for delivery 
of water to water users in Arizona and the desilting works below said head- 
works, shall be retained permanently by the United States; provided, however, 
that the Secretary shall have the right to, and the District agrees that he may, 
contract with any organization of Arizona water users for which capacity is 
provided in Imperial Dam, for the care, operation and maintenance of the 
headworks and other works constructed at the east end of said dam for the 
delivery of water to water users in Arizona, and the desilting works below said 
headworks. 

(e) Immediately after the date of this contract, the District shall advance 
to the United States the District’s share of the estimated cost of operation 
and maintenance of Imperial Dam and of Laguna Dam by the United States 
for the balance of the year ending on the last day of the month of February 
next following; provided, however, that if this contract becomes effective prior 
to Mareh 1, 1952, the District shall in such event advance to the United States 
the estimated operation and maintenance costs as aforesaid for the period ending 
on the last day of the month of February 1953. Such share to be advanced by 
the District shall be in the proportion that the capacity provided for the District 
in Imperial Dam, including capacity utilized in the All-American Canal for water 
delivery under the Mexican Water Treaty, bears to the total capacity thereof. 
Thereafter, the District shall on March 1 of each year advance to the United 
States the District's share of the estimated cost of operation and maintenance 
of Imperial Dam and of Laguna Dam by the United States for the following 
twelve months, upon estimates furnished therefor on or before September 1 next 
preceding: provided, however, that said cost of operation and maintenance of 
Imperial Dam and Laguna Dam shall not include any part of the cost of the 
care, operation, or maintenance of the headworks and other works constructed 
it the east end of Imperial Dam or the desilting works below said headworks. 
Differences between actual costs and estimates shall be determined by the Secre- 
tary and shall be adjusted in next succeeding estimates; provided, however, that 
if at any time in the Secretary’s judgment it shall appear that the amount 
advanced by the District pursuant to any estimate for a particular period will 
prove to be insufficient to pay the District’s share of the actual costs of operation 
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and maintenance for that period, then the District shall, within forty-five (45) 
days after receipt of notice advance to the United States such additional amount 
as may be specified in said notice. 


CONTROL OF COLORADO RIVER 


11. The United States, acting through the Secretary, shall continue to have 
control of the Colorado River for the purpose of carrying out the functions 
delegated to him by the Boulder Canyon Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 
Stat. 1057), the Colorado River Front Work and Levee System Act of June 28, 
1946 (58 Stat. 150, 157), and the Mexican Water Treaty. 


SCHEDULING OF WATER DIVERSIONS AT IMPERIAL DAM 


12. The Secretary, through the Bureau of Reclamation, shall make appropriate 
arrangements to obtain a statement of water requirements from all individuals 
and agencies holding contracts with the United States for the delivery of Colo- 
rado River water by means of Imperial Dam, including in addition to such 
contracting agencies the Bureau of Reclamation and the United States Section 
ef the International Boundary and Water Commission, United States and Mexico, 
not later than Wednesday of each week, of their respective daily water re- 
quirements within their legal entitlements, which statement shall also include 
the additional water, if any, to be utilized by the Bureau of Reclamation for 
power generation at Siphon Drop and by the District for power generation at 
Pilot Knob, for the week commencing Monday next following. Requirements 
for all water to be scheduled for use through the All-American Canal except 
those for power use at Siphon Drop, the Yuma Project and to meet Treaty re- 
quirements shall be provided by the District. Immediately upon receipt of such 
statement of water requirements, the Bureau of Reclamation shall prepare a 
Master Schedule of all water diversions to be made at Imperial Dam for delivery 
and/or use in the United States, including the amounts of water to be utilized 
for power generation at Siphon Drop and Pilot Knob, and to Mexico through the 
All-American Canal under the Mexican Water Treaty during the week com- 
mencing Monday next following. In addition, such schedule shall also indicate 
the quantity of water, if anv’, reasonably required to be used in the United 
States during such week for river regulation below Imperial Dam (giving due 
consideration to the effect of such use on the availability of water for diversions 
at Imperial Dam and insofar as practicable, such use shall be scheduled after 
consultation with the District, at times and in amounts as will result in the 
least possible dislocation of such diversions at Imperial Dam) and the quantity 
ef water, if any, to be delivered to Mexico under the Mexican Water Treaty by 
means other than through the All-American Canal and/or from water used for 
generation of power at Siphon Drop and Pilot Knob. A copy of such Master 
Schedule shall be furnished to the District not later than 48 hours before such 
schedule is to take effect. All diversions and releases of water at Imperial Dam 
shall be in substantial accordance with such Master Schedule. Adjustments in 
the Schedule may be made at the request of any participant upon approval! 
thereof by the Secretary. When thus approved such adjustments shall be made 
as soon as reasonably practicable. In the event of emergency occasioned by 
tlood or for any other compelling reason of an emergent nature, the Bureau of 
Reclamation shall advise the District and others diverting water at Imperial 
Dam of any changes which may thus become necessary in scheduled diversions 
and deliveries, and such changes shall be promptly made and observed by the 
District, but the District shall not be required to increase diversions to the All 
American Canal as a result thereof. Nothing herein nor operations hereunder 
shall be construed as intended to alter, affect, or interpret the extent of legal en 
titlement and/or use of any participant in said Master Schedule. The prepara 
tion and approval of a Master Schedule by the Bureau of Reclamation or the 
Secretary shall not constitute an administrative determination, finding or rec- 
emmendation as to the water to which any agency is entitled. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF IMPERIAL DAM ADVISORY BOARD 


13. The Secretary shall promptly make arrangements for the organization 
ef an Advisory Board, hereby designated “Imperial Dam Advisory Board,” which 
shall be composed of one representative from each of the agencies contracting 
for and entitled to deliveries of water to be diverted at Imperial Dam, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, and the United States Section of the Internationa! 
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Boundary and Water Commission. Meetings of the Board shall be held at such 
times and at such places as may be agreed upon by a majority of its members. 
The purpose of the Board shall be to provide a means of consultation and co- 
operation in matters of mutual concern relating to the operation and main- 
tenance of Imperial Dam and Laguna Dam, the diversion of waters to the All- 
American Canal and the Gila Project Main Canal, and in such other matters 
of mutual concern as may be agreed upon by its members. Determinations of 
the Board shall be advisory only. 


DELIVERY OF TREATY WATER THROUGH ALL-AMERICAN CANAL 


14. (a) The District, in full accordance with the requirements set forth in 
this contract, Shall divert at Imperial Dam, transport through the All-American 
Canal and deliver to the United States Section of the International Boundary 
and Water Commission at the junction of Pilot Knob Wasteway and the Alamo 
Canal the water made available by the United States at Imperial Dam which 
Mexico is entitled to receive under the provisions of Article 11 (c) of the 
Mexican Water Treaty, as shown by the Master Schedule to be furnished the 
District by the Bureau of Reclamation. Such deliveries shall be made under 
and in accordance with rules and regulations as may from time to time be 
promulgated by the Secretary not inconsistent with this contract or said Treaty. 

(b) The works required or used and the services furnished by the District 
jin making the water deliveries referred to in subsection (a) of this article 
shall be provided and furnished without in any manner modifying the obliga- 
tions of the District for the repayment to the United States of the construction 
cost of such works under the provisions of the contract of December 1, 1932. 

(c) It shall be in the sole discretion of the United States to determine the share 
Mexico is to pay under the provisions of Article 14 (b) of said Treaty, of the 
cost of operation and maintenance of All-American Canal System, and the 
portion, if any, of such costs which shall be paid by the United States, and 
how much, if any, of such amounts shall be received by the District by way 
of credits or otherwise. 

(d) Nothing in this article shall be construed as constituting or affecting 
interpretation of Article 14 of said Treaty. 


ASSUMPTION OF OPERATION AND MAIN'PENANCE OF WORKS BY UNITED STATES 


15. The District’s officers and/or employees concerned with the diversion of 
water at Imperial Dam and those concerned with diversion at Pilot Knob Check 
of water destined for Mexico under the Mexican Water Treaty, shall, in the event 
that said officers and/or employees fail to operate said works so that diversions 
are made in substantial accordance with the Master Schedule prepared pursuant 
to Article 12 of this contract, be subject to the orders of the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion as the representative of the Secretary in the over-all coordination of river 
operations. If at any time, or during such times as, in the opinion of the Sec- 
retary such officers and/or employees of the District shall fail to comply with 
the applicable rules and regulations promulgated under this contract or the 
contract of December 1, 1932, with the instructions issued by the Bureau of 
Reclamation because of emergencies occasioned by flood or for any other com- 
pelling reason of an emergent nature, or substantially with the requirements of 
the Master Schedule, in a manner satisfactory to the Secretary, then the Secre- 
tary shall, with or without notice to the District, forthwith remove District em- 
ployees engaged in any of such operations and replace them with Government 
employees, and shall assume operation and maintenance of the headworks at 
Imperial Dam and the works at Pilot Knob affecting the diversion of water 
destined for Mexico under the Mexican Water Treaty either or both, and re- 
tain such operation and maintenance during such period or periods of time as he 
deems necessary ; provided, however, that unless the action of such District officers 
and/or employees complained of creates an emergency or is such as to materially 
interfere with the United States carrying out its obligations under the Mexican 
Water Treaty, the Secretary will first, before removing such District employees 
and assuming operation and maintenance of said works, give notice to the District 
of such action complained of and a reasonable opportunity, not to exceed three 
5) days after receipt of such notice by the District, for the District to correct 
the situation. In such event the District shall, within ten (10) days after written 
notice by the Secretary advance to the United States its prorata share of the 
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estimated cost of such care, operation and maintenance by the United States, 
plus fifteen per centum (15%) to cover overhead and general expense, for the 
period specified in said notice; provided, however, that said period shall not 
exceed sixty (60) days. Additional amounts plus a like percentage thereof sha). 
within ten (10) days after subsequent notices, be advanced as specified in such 
subsequent notices; provided, however, that each said subsequent notice shal] 
be for a period not exceeding sixty (60) days. Any surplus of funds advanced 
by the District remaining unexpended and unobligated at such time as the 
operation and maintenance of such works is resumed by the District shall be 
refunded to the District. The rights reserved to the United States to assume 
operation and maintenance of works under the provisions of this article sha] 
be deemed to be in addition to any rights which the United States has under the 
contract of December 1, 1932, and such assumption of operation and maintenance 
by the Secretary shall not relieve the District from its obligations hereunder or 
under said contract of December 1, 1932. Operation and maintenance by the 
District shall be restored when the Secretary finds that the situation which ocea- 
sioned the assumption of operation and maintenance by the United States has 
been satisfactorily corrected. 


DEVELOPMENT OF POWER POSSIBILITIES AT PILOT KNOB 


16. (a) As of the date of this contract, the District shall be deemed to have 
the permission of the United States to proceed with the development of the 
power possibilities upon the All-American Canal at or near Pilot Knob, as pro- 
vided by the Boulder Canyon Project Act and the contract of December 1, 1932, 
subject only to approval by the Secretary of the District’s plans for construct- 
ing and connecting diversion works in the bank of the All-American Canal for 
the purposes of said power development. Upon application therefor, the Secre 
tary will grant to the District such easements over the public and acquired lands 
of the United States as may be, in his opinion, reasonably necessary for the con- 
struction, operation, and maintenance by the District of a power plant and 
appurtenant facilities at the aforesaid location. Without affecting the rights 
which the District has to the development of the aforesaid power possibilities, 
and the use of water therefor, under the provisions of the Boulder Canyon 
Project Act of December 21, 1928 (45 Stat. 1057), and the contract of December 1, 
1932, the District may utilize for purposes of Pilot Knob power generation the 
water to be delivered to Mexico through the All-American Canal in pursuance 
of the Mexican Water Treaty and other water available in the river at Imperial 

Jam which is not required for use in the United States which latter use shall 
include use for river regulation below Imperial Dam as provided in Article 1. 
hereof; provided, however, that in no event and under no circumstances shall 
the use of water for power purposes at the Pilot Knob Power Plant interfere with 
the delivery of water for use in Mexico under the terms of the Mexican Water 
Treaty, and it shall be the duty and the obligation of the District to make pro- 
vision for, and to so operate its power plant at Pilot Knob and the Pilot Knob 
Wasteway as to provide a continuous flow of water at the junction of Pilot Knob 
Wasteway and the Alamo Canal at times and in amounts not less than those 
stated in the Master Schedule of water diversions and deliveries to be furnished 
by the Bureau of Reclamation as provided for herein. 

(b) If and when the United States shall have acquired title to the Rockwood 
Gate and that part of the Alamo Canal situate in the United States, Rockwood 
Gate shall be used by the United States as a wasteway from the All-American 
Canal to the Colorado River, in connection with the operation by any agency 
of the All-American Canal and the Pilot Knob Wasteway, or other wasteway 
from the said All-American Canal, or the tailrace from any power plant which 
may be constructed at or near the Pilot Knob Wasteway, subject to the para 
mount use of said Rockwood Gate to deliver water to Mexico by means of the 
All-American Canal as required by Articles 11 (c) and 12 (c) of the Mexican 
Water Treaty; and said use of said Rockwood Gate as a wasteway to the Colo- 
rado River will be permitted by any ageney of the United States, or by the 
District, which may be operating said All-American Canal and/or Pilot Knob 
Wasteway, or other wasteway or tailrace as above mentioned, subject to the 
paramount use of said Rockwood Gate to deliver water to Mexico, as aforesaid. 
In consideration of the aforesaid use of Rockwood Gate by the District, the 
District does hereby release the United States, its agencies, officers, and et- 
ployees, from any and all claims for damages caused by any loss of power head 
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arising out of such use of the Rockwood Gate for the purpose of making delivery 
of Treaty waters to Mexico, as aforesaid. 

(c) The development of power by the District at the Pilot Knob Power Plant is 
made upon the express condition and with the express covenant that the 
District shall observe and be subject to and controlled by the Colorado River 
Compact, the Boulder Canyon Project Act, the California Limitation Act, and 
the Mexican Water Treaty, in the construction and management and opera- 
tion of said power plant and the storage, diversion, delivery and use of water 
for the generation of power at said plant. 

(d) At such time or during such times as the Secretary assumes the care, 
operation and maintenance of the headworks at Imperial Dam or the Imperial! 
Dam-Pilot Knob Section of the All-American Canal, either under the provisions 
hereof or the provisions of the contract of December 1, 1932, the flow of water 
through Pilot Knob Power Plant shall be as directed by the Secretary, and the 
employees of the District operating said plant shall observe and carry out all 
such directions. In the event said employees fail or refuse to so regulate the 
flow through said power plant, the Secretary shall have the right, with or with- 
out notice to the District, to close the intake gates to the penstocks of said power 
plant and to keep them closed for such period or periods as he deems necessary. 


EFFECT ON CONTRACT OF DECEMBER 1, 1932 


17. Except as expressly amended or supplemented hereby, the aforesaid 
contract between the United States and the District, dated December 1, 1932, 
shall be and remain in full force and effect. 


PRIORITY OF CLAIMS OF THE UNITED STATES 


18. Claims of the United States arising out of this contract shall have 
priority over all others, secured and unsecured. 


REMEDIES UNDER CONTRACT NOT EXCLUSIVE 


19. Nothing contained in this contract shall be construed as in any manner 
abridging, limiting or depriving the United States or the District of any means 
of enforcing any remedy either at law or in equity for the breach of any 
of the provisions hereof which it would otherwise have. The waiver of a 
breach of any of the provisions of this contract shall not be deemed to be a 
waiver of any other provision hereof or of a subsequent breach of such 
provision, 

INTEREST IN CONTRACT NOT TRANSFERABLE 


20. No interest in this contract is transferable by the District to any other 
party, and any such attempted transfer shall cause this contract to become 
subject to annulment at the option of the United States. 


RIGHTS RESERVED UNDER SECTION 3737 REVISED STATUTES 


21. All rights of action for breach of any of the provisions of this contrgct 
are reserved to the United States as provided in Section 8737 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States. 


FORCE MAJEURE 


eis) 


22. Neither party to this contract shall be held accountable for failure to 
perform occasioned by Act of God or of the public enemy or other unfore- 
seen or unavoidable cause. 


OFFICIALS NOT TO BENEFIT 

23. No Member of or Delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be 
adinitted to any share or part of this contract or to any benefit that may arise 
herefrom, but this restriction shall not be construed to extend to this contract 
if made with a corporation or company for its general benefit. 


SECRETARY’S REPRESENTATIVE 


24. When used herein, unless otherwise distinctly expressed, or manifestly in- 
compatible with the intent hereof, the term “Secretary” shall mean the Sec- 
retary or his duly authorized Federal representative. 
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DISCRIMINATION AGAINST EMPLOYEES OR APPLICANTS FOR EMPLOYMENT PROHIBITED 


25. The District shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, creed, color, or national origin, and shall require 
an identical provision to be included in all subcontracts: provided, however, 
that this clause does not refer to, extend to or cover the business or activities of 
the District which are not related to or involved in the performance of this con- 
tract. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this contract to be ex- 
ecuted the day and year first above written. 


Tue UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
By (Sgd.) Oscar L. CHAPMAN, 
Secretary of the Interior. 
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION District, 
By (Segd.) IVAN T. HEWES, 
President. 
Attest : 
(S¢d.) Manton I, Marnis, Secretary. 


txHIBIT II. PRESS RELEASE OF BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, MarcH 19, 1952 


SuPPLEMENTAL ALL-AMERICAN CANAL CONTRACT EXECUTED WITH IMPERIAL 
IRRIGATION DISTRICT 


Execution of a supplemental contract with the Imperial Irrigation District 
which adjusts the district’s All-American Canal contract of December 1, 1932, to 
the requirements of the Mexican Water Treaty of 1944, was announced today by 
Secretary of the Interior Oscar L. Chapman. 

The contract contains necessary assurances that the Secretary of the Interior 
will exercise full supervision and control of the Imperial Dam and Pilot Knob 
section of the All-American Canal including the diversion of water from the 
Colorado River to the canal. The Imperial Irrigation District will operate and 
maintain the diversion works of the California side of Imperial Dam, all of the 
All-American Canal, with the exception of turn-outs for the Yuma Reclamation 
Project, and the common section of the Coachella Canal to the Riverside County 
line. : 

Thus the Secretary will, through the Bureau of Reclamation, be in a position 
to discharge his responsibilities relative to the diversion at Imperial Dam and 
the carriage through the All-American Canal of water destined for Mexico. 

The Secretary of the Interior will also operate, through the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, turn-outs on the All-American Canal which divert water for the Yuma 
Reclamation Project in Arizona and for the generation of power at Yuma’'s 
Siphon Drop power plant. The Bureau of Reclamation will likewise operate 
diversion works on the Arizona side of Imperial Dam which supply water for 
the Gila Canal and Reclamation Project in Arizona as well as all other works 
ag the dam except the All-American Canal headworks and the abutment at the 
California end of the dam. 

The diversion works for the Gila Project and the Yuma Project turn-outs may 
be transferred to appropriate organizations of Arizona water users for operation 
at some future date with the Secretary of the Interior retaining full supervision 
and control as in the case of the All-American Canal. 

The adjustments contained in the supplemental contract will permit operation 
of the headworks to the All-American Canal at Imperial Dam and the Imperial 
Dam-Pilot Knob section of the All-American Canal by the Imperial Irrigation 
District as contemplated in the 1932 contract, but with an increased measure 
of control and jurisdiction by the Secretary of the Interior. The district will 
take over operation responsibilities with in 60 days. 

Secretary Chapman emphasized that the supplemental contract reaffirms that, 
except for water being carried in the canal for delivery to Mexico under the 
Treaty, the only water which may be utilized by the Imperial Irrigation District 
for power development at the Pilot Knob site will be water which is physically 
available in the Colorado River at Imperial Dam and it not required for use 
within the United States under the law of the river. 

“The law of the river,” Secretary Chapman explained, “is embraced in the 
Colorado River compact, the Boulder Canyon Project Act, the California Self- 
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Limitation Act and the Mexican Water Treaty. This gives positive assurance to 
all other users of Colorado River water that operation of a power plant at the 
Pilot Knob site will create no new burden on Colorado River water at their 
expense.” 

The privilege of developing power at the Pilot Knob site was granted to the 
Imperial Irrigation District by Section Seven of the Boulder Canyon Project Act. 

In the course of the extended negotiations with the Imperial Irrigation Dis- 
trict concerning the supplemental contract, representatives of other Colorado 
River Basin States including Arizona were advised of the nature of the provi- 
sions of the supplemental contract, particularly respecting the protection of water 
rights against encroachment because of the generation of power at the Pilot 
Knob site. 

By execution of the contract, it is agreed with the Imperial Irrigation District 
that all works provided for in the contract of December 1, 1932, have been com: 
pleted. This agreement enables the initiation of repayment to the United States 
py the irrigation district of its portion of the $38,500,000 reimbursable construc- 
tion charge obligation covering the Imperial Dam and All-American Canal. 

The negotiations leading up to the supplemental contract were instituted as the 
result of a directive by the Senate Appropriations Committee and eoncurred in 
the Congress when it passed the Department of the Interior appropriation act 
for the current fiscal year. That directive called on the Secretary of the Interior 
to explore promptly with the district, the possibility of a contract “to the end 
that a mutually satisfactory determination” might be agreed upon concerning 
the relationship of the Mexican Water Treaty to the 1932 contract between the 
Imperial Irrigation District and the Government. 

At the same time, the Congress limited funds for operation and maintenance of 
the canal by the Bureau of Reclamation in the expectation that the negotiations 
would be satisfactorily concluded and that the district would take over operation 
and maintenance before June 30, 1952. 

The All-American Canal diverts water from the Colorado River at Imperial 
Dam to supply agricultural areas in the Imperial and Coachella Valleys in 
southern California. The Coachella Canal, serving the Coachella Valley 
branches off as the All-American Canal enters the Imperial Valley from the sand- 
hills which separate the valley from the Colorado River. A short section of the 
All-American Canal is also used to carry water to the Yuma Project and water 
will be diverted for use in Mexico, as provided by the Mexican Water Treaty, at 
the Pilot Knob wasteway. The remainder of the All-American Canal from Pilot 
Knob wasteway to the Imperial Valley has been operated by the Imperial Irri- 
gation District since 1947. 


Senator KNowLaAnp. Next we have the Coachella division of the All- 
American Canal. Congressman Phillips? 


STATEMENTS OF HON. JOHN PHILLIPS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA; EARL REDWINE, 
RIVERSIDE, CALIF., COUNSEL FOR THE COACHELLA VALLEY 
COUNTY WATER DISTRICT; LEE J. ANDERSON, COACHELLA, 
CALIF., PRESIDENT OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE DISTRICT; 
HUGH M. GALLAHER, INDIO, CALIF., CHIEF ENGINEER AND GEN- 
ERAL MANAGER OF THE DISTRICT; AND LARRY P. CLAUSE, 
INDIO, CALIF... MEMBER OF BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
DISTRICT 


COACHELLA VALLEY PROJECT, ALL-AMERICAN CANAL, CALIF. 


Representative Prruips. Mr. Ch: airman, we have four representa- 
tives here, Mr. Earl Redwine, counsel for the Coachella Valley County 
water district; Mr. Lee J. Anderson, president of the board of di- 
rectors of the district; Mr. Hugh M. Gallaher, the chief engineer and 
general manager of the district; and Mr. Larry P. Clause, member of 
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the board of directors of the district. I presume the preliminary 
statement will be made by the attorney, Mr. Redwine. 

Mr. Repwine. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, you will recall about 
this time last year we appeared before your committee. I think we 
all confidently believed that on that occasion we were finally going to 
finish this project. It may have come to your attention, however, 
that after the Gonar ess had appropriated the amount of money which 
had been repr esented then as the amount to finally conclude and finish 
this project, that the construction work did not immediately go for- 
ward even though the money had been appropriated and had been 
made available. 

Notwithstanding the language contained in the 1952 appropriation 
act, which I think we all remember was studied, the Bureau of Recla 
mation hesitated to go forward and spend the moneys appropriated 
for the purpose for which the Congress said they should be spent until! 
about the 7th day of December when the Comptroller General issued 
his decision on the matter to the Secretary of the Interior wherein he 
observed his review of the legislative history of the 1952 act and 
observed that the language was entirely unambiguous and that Con- 
gress had made its intent quite clear and manifest in the language it 

iad employed, all of which constituted ample authority to proceed 
with the construction work. 


COMPLETION OF PROJECT 


The Bureau then proceeded and about the 14th of February a 
further contract to proceed with the construction of these works was 
finally entered into. You have been led to believe that with this pas- 
sage of time, I think the President signed the appropriation act of 
1952 into law about the 3lst of August, and September, October, and 
November, December, and January all went by without any of those 
funds having been translated into pipe in the ground, We are now 
informed, as I believe Mr. Lineweaver has heretofore informed this 
committee, that the Bureau’s statement that the $2,783,000 appro- 
priated a year ago is not now sufficient to finish the work and has stated 
to this committee and filed statements to the effect that an additionat 
$1,419,000 will be required. 

On the one hand if the Bureau finds it necessary to replace certain 
distribution laterals constructed under the transcontinental line of the 
Southern Pacific Railroad Co., which lines have developed leaks, if 
it is necessary to replace those lines which we consider to be purely 
an engineering question, then the Bureau says they will need $1,419.- 
000 to finish it. 

While if those lines can be repaired, the expense will be less, prob- 
ably $1,332,000 will do the job. Now at this moment, Mr. Chairman 
and gentlemen, the Coachella district does not presume to know which 
is the correct and feasible way of crossing the railroad tracks. That 
is left, we believe, by the terms of our contract exclusiv ely to the con- 
tracting agency. Now it makes no difference at all to the district how 
this particular item is corrected. We want it done right, of course, 
and if it ean be done right by repair it is perfectly all right. 

While if the best engineering opinion says those lines should be 
replaced, of course we would want that done in order that the system 
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may be ultimately usable and subject to efficient maintenance and 
oper ation. 

We would like, Mr. Chairman, to say to you this: We do not think 
there is a disagreement in the minds of anyone but that this project 
should be completed and as you indicated last year, at the earliest pos- 
sible date. It has already consumed too much time and too much 
money. In order to do that and in order, if possible, certainly from 
here on out, to avoid any further delays of any character, we ask that 
the amount of $1,419,000 be appropriated because if it is determined 
tomorrow or next day or next week that the lines under the railroad 
track should be replaced, then that amount of money, the Bureau tells 
us and told you, is going to be required, and in view of what has hap- 
pened, and in view of the decision of the Comptroller General, and 
f your committee finds its way clear to make this appropriation, we 
would like to particularly ask that in the bill you employ and use pre- 
cisely the same language as was used in the 1952 act because that lan- 
euage has now been construed and the — of Reclamation is now 
moving forward under that language. 


CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT PENDING IN LAW COURT 


Senator Haypen. That language includes these words: 

Provided, That any sums thereof so expended in excess of the amount re- 
quired to be repaid under the existing contract between the Coachella Valley 
county water district and the United States shall be repayable by said district 
to the United States unless said district shall be judicially determined by a court 
of competent jurisdiction to be not liable therefor. 

What is the status of the lawsuit? 

Mr. Repwine. You will remember somewhere along about the 
29th day of December last, the Secretary of the Interior by 
letter to the Attorney General requested the Department of Justice 
to institute appropriate action to determine this matter. On the 
25th day of last month that action was filed by the special assistant 
to the Attorney General in the lands division in the Los Angeles office 
of the Department of Justice, in the United States District Court for 
Southern California, Central Division, and that action is now 
pending. 

Senator Haypgn. It never was quite clear last year who was going 
to start the suit. : 


DECLARATORY DETERMINATION OF LIABILITY 


Mr. Repwine. The action is for declaratory relief, and by that we 
mean we are asking the court to tell you and tell us exactly what 
that. contract means and whether the overrun on 13.5 is to be an 
obligation of the district to the Government or whether or not the 
contract is an obligation of the Government. 

Senator Haypen. When will-that suit be brought to trial? 

Mr. Repwrne. It is on the equity side of the court and will take 
precedence over all actions other than criminal matters, and I would 
think that it should. be heard by the court in not to exceed 90 days 
from now. 

Senator Know.anp. I certainly hope, Mr. Chairman, that this is 
one project we can get completed and behind us. It has been stretched 
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out unfortunately because undoubtedly the costs have gone up. I 
think if we could get this completed we would have at least one project 
behind us. 

Senator Haypen. We would avoid future increased costs at least. 

Mr. Repwixe. I should say, Mr. Chairman, that we have prepared 
written statements which we think are appropriate to this particular 
item before the committee. There happens to be three of them, and 
they could have all been incorporated into one. One is over my signa- 
ture and the other over that of the chief engineer and general manager 
of the district and the third over the signature of the president of the 
board of directors, Mr. Anderson, and we,would like the privilege of 
filing those statements. 

Senator Haypen. That will be done. 

(The statements referred to follow: ) 


STATEMENT oF HucH M. GALLAHER, CHIEF ENGINEER AND GENERAL MANAGER oF 
THE COACHELLA VALLEY CouNTy WATER DistRIcr IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY IN 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


My name is Hugh M. Gallaher. I am a duly registered civil engineer in the 
State of California. I reside in the city of Indio, Calif. I am now and have 
been for approximately 2 years the chief engineer and the general manager of 
the Coachella Valley county water district. I make this statement on behalf 
of said district in my official capacity and in connection with requested appro- 
priations for fiscal year 1953. 


I. GENERAL STATEMENT AND TREATMENT OF CONSTRUCTION UNDER RAILROAD TRACKS 


This committee knows that on the 22d day of December 1947, the United States 
of America and the Coachella Valley county water district, entered into a certain 
contract under and by the terms of which the United States agreed to build for 
the use and benefit of the district a distribution system which system is therein 
shown and designated on an exhibit to the contract designated as exhibit A 
thereof. Work has proceeded from time to time during the past 4% years 
toward completing the works which the Government contracted to do under that 
contract. For convenience of construction the Bureau of Reclamation, on its own 
motion, divided the work to be done into nine units, numbered chronologically 
1 to 9, inclusive. As we appear before this committee today we can report that 
units 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 have been substantially completed. The Bureau 
divided unit 9 into two parts, designating those parts as part I and part II. 
Part I of unit 9 has also been completed for all practical purposes. Part II 
of unit 9 and unit 8 remain to be completed. Part II of unit 9 is presently under 
contract but construction work on unit 8 has not even commenced and it is not 
in condition to call for bids as this statement is made. 

During the progress of the construction work, as hereinabove pointed out, it 
has been necessary for the Bureau of Reclamation, in building this distribution 
system, to construct pipelines under the railroad tracks of the Southern Pacific 
Co.’s transcontinental line. Insofar as the Bureau is concerned, approximately 
nine of those crossings have been completed according to the engineering design 
furnished by the Bureau of Reclamation and in accordance with the specifica- 
tions. Although these lines have been in use and operation not to exceed a year 
and a half in the longest instance, we find that they have developed leaks. Such 
a condition constitutes a potential hazard to life and property as well as an 
unsatisfactory condition from the standpoint of maintenance and operation of 
the system. It has come to the attention of the district that it has been reported 
to this committee that there has been some debate or discussion relative to this 
condition and the appropriate engineering technique or procedures to be employed 
in correcting this condition. In this regard I want to say here and now to the 
committee in terms too plain to be misunderstood, that the Coachella Valley 
county water district is not now attempting, and never has attempted to dictate 
or determine engineering questions presented in the construction of this distribu- 
tion system by your Bureau of Reclamation, It is, of course, understood by us 
that this system should and must be built on sound engineering principles, using 
proper materials and in a workmanlike way to the end that when it is com- 
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pleted it will be in a useful condition and will accomplish the purposes for which 
it was constructed. Water transmission lines crossing under a transcontinental 
railroad track which leak and endanger life and property, obviously are not 
satisfactory and are a credit neither to the Congress nor to the Bureau of Recla- 
mation. This condition must be corrected. Whether the Bureau of Reclamation 
corrects the condition by repairing the existing lines, if that is engineeringly 
feasible, or whether it corrects that condition by replacing the lines with a differ- 
ent engineering design and adequate material, is entirely, under our contract, 
within the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. The district will be satis- 
fied with either method of correction provided it leaves the water transmission 
lines in a satisfactory usable condition, accomplishing the purposes for which 
those lines were built and as contemplated within the four corners of the 1947 
contract. 


Il, COMPLETION OF THIS PROJECT IMMEDIATELY SEEMS IMPERATIVE 


As this committee knows, and as everybody knows who is familiar with this 
project, it was originally contemplated by all interested parties that the con- 
struction work involved would be finished and completed within not to exceed 
30 months at all events. Through the years unwarranted delays in the progress 
of the construction work have occurred, Such delays, in our times, must of 
necessity have detrimental effects on any and all angles of the project endeavor. 
Last year the district urged upon your committee the immediate completion of 
this project. This year we again make that same request. Under obtaining 
conditions, if this project is not completed at the earliest possible date, the 
cost of doing the work is going to continue to mount. Had this work been 
completed within the time contemplated by the interested parties, we would 
not today be concerned with the costs of the project. In the work yet to be 
done to finish the project there are no engineering considerations or construction 
difficulties which vary in any substantial manner or way from those encountered 
in completing the work thus far. Therefore, there can be no logical or sound 
reason, as we view the situation today, why, upon the Congress making the 
necessary funds available, this project could not be entirely completed during 
the calendar year of 1953. It is to the interests of the district and the Govern- 
ment that this be done, and to this end we urge the necessary appropriation 
and at the same time request that Congress do whatever may be necessary to 
see that this project is finally completed without further interruption and without 
further delay. 


STATEMENT OF Eart REDWINE, COUNSEL FOR THE COACHELLA VALLEY COUNTY 
WATER District, RIVERSIDE CouNTY, CALIF. 


My name is Earl Redwine. I am an attorney at law and I appear before you 
and make this statement on behalf of the Coachella Valley county water district 
and as counsel for that district. 

(1) Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1952.—This committee will recall 
that in the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1952, Congress appropriated 

2,783,000 for the completion of the construction of the works agreed to be 
performed by the United States under its contract with the district dated 
December 22, 1947. In that regard this committee stated in its report (Rept. No. 
499), on page 16 thereof, as follows: 

“The committee was advised that the amount to complete the Coachella division 
is $2,783,000, which amount the committee has approved because it believes that 
this project should be completed at the earliest possible date.” 

The Committee on Appropriations in the House having approved a lesser 
amount, the matter went to conference. The conference report (Rept. No. 775) 
likewise approved the amount as previously approved by the Committee on 
Appropriations in the Senate, to wit, the amount of $2,783,000. As indicated 
above, this was the amount which the committee had been advised was required 
to complete this project. It was the Bureau of Reclamation which gave this 
advice to the committee. The committee followed this advice and appropriated 
$2,783,000 at the request of the Coachella Valley county water district, and in 
so doing directed that this money so appropriated be used for completion of this 
project and that the project should be completed at the earliest possible date. 
In an endeavor to accomplish this end, the Congress used particular and studied 
language in making the appropriation. The language so used, and which now 
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constitutes the law (see Public Law 136, 82d Cong., ch. 375, 1st sess., 3790), is 
as follows: 

“Not to exceed $2,783,000 of the appropriation herein made for ‘construction and 
rehabilitation, Bureau of Reclamation, shall be expended for completion of 
construction of the Coachella division of the All-American Canal system, Boulder 
Canyon project: Provided, That any sums thereof so expended in excess of the 
amount required to be repaid under the existing contract between the Coachella 
Valley county water district and the United States, shall be repayable by said 
district to the United States unless said district shall be judicially determined by 
a court of competent jurisdiction to be not liable therefor.” (Italics ours.) 
This language, it is submitted, is clear and unambiguous and thus does not lend 
itself well either to intepretation or construction since by this language the intent 
and purpose of the Congress in appropriating the money therein mentioned is 
made manifestly clear and absolutely unequivocal. 

(2) Delay in use of appropriated funds for the purpose for which appropri- 
ated.—The Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1952, was signed into law by 
the President on the 31st day of August 1951 and the $2,783,000 therein appro- 
priated for the completion of the Coachella project became immediately available 
for that purpose. Congress had clearly indicated that it was the intent and 
desire of the Congress that this project be completed at the earliest possible 
date. The intent of the Congress was, therefore, clear. Notwithstanding this 
indisputable condifion, the Bureau of Reclamation failed and neglected ani re- 
fused to move forward with dispatch in the completion of the construction work 
which the United States had by contract agreed to perform, and in so doing 
failed and neglected and refused to use and disburse these moneys for the purpose 
for which said moneys were appropriated by the Congress. The months of 
September, October, November, December, and January rolled by without any of 
these funds having been employed and used for the purpose for which they were 
appropriated. Yet during all of these months the overhead expense of the con- 
struction office of the Bureau of Reclamation at Coachella continued to run on 
It seems that even though the Congress ever so clearly expressed its intent 
and purpose in the Appropriation Act, 1952, the Bureau of Reclamation took 
exception to that intent and purpose and, sufficient unto itself and in disregard 
of the direction of the Congress, maintained that the Bureau of Reclamation had 
no authority to spend these funds for the purpose for which Congress appro- 
priated said moneys. This position, to the direct detriment of the Coachella 
Valley county water district and all of the citizens and landowners within that 
district, the Bureau of Reclamation steadfastly maintained until the 7th day of 
December 1951. 

(3) The opinion of the Comptroller General.—On the 7th day of December 
1951, the Comptroller General of the United States rendered a written opinion 
to the Secretary of the Interior, which opinion carries the number B-106088 and 
deals with the legal ability and legal propriety of the expenditure of the appro- 
priated funds in the amount of $2,783,000 for the purpose for which those funds 
were appropriated. In this opinion the Comptroller General quite naturally and 
quite appropriately reviews the legislative history of the Interior Department 
Appropriation Act, 1952, insofar as this item is concerned, and advised the 
Secretary of the Interior as follows: 

“In view of the entire legislative history of the subject provision and its 
unambiguous language, it is apparent Congress intended that the Coachella 
distribution system be completed at the earliest possible date and that the ques- 
tion as to the validity of the existing contract and the obligations created there- 
under be left for subsequent determination by a court of competent jurisdiction. 

“Accordingly, I have to advise that there is ample authority for you to proceed 
with expenditure of the appropriated funds designated for use in completion 
of the Coachella division of the All-American Canal system, as described in con- 
tract No, I1r—781, supplemental, dated December 22, 1947, without first securing 
a supplemental repayment contract.” [Italics added.] 

It was not until after the Secretary of the Interior had received the above- 
referred-to opinion from the Comptroller General that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion decided that it should respond to the intent of the Congress as expressed 
in the Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1952, and not until about the 
middle of the month of February 1952 did the Bureau of Reclamation award an 
additional contract on this project, which contract as of the date of this state- 
ment is not more than 5-percent completed. 

(4) Additional funds needed.—Recently the Coachella Valley county water 
district has been informed by the Bureau of Reclamation, and we understand 
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the Interior Appropriations Committee in the House, as well as this committee, 
has likewise been informed, that the moneys appropriated by the Congress in the 
Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1952, are no longer sufficient to com- 
plete the distribution system and do the work which the United States by cen- 
tract agreed to perform. The reasons which convinced the Congress last year 
that this project should be completed at the earliest possible date are even more 
compelling now than they were then. 

(5) Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1958—It is not the purpose of 
the district in appearing before this committee to quarrel with the Bureau of 
Reclamation or with anyone as to the precise amount of money which will be 
required to finish this project. Our concern is, as is the concern of the Con- 
gress, that this project be completed at the earliest possible date and that the 
necessary funds to cover the actual cost of the construction work yet to be done 
be appropriated by the Congress. The district feels and requests that the 
expenditure of any such funds so appropriated by the Congress for the com- 
pletion of this work should be made mandatory and that, if need be, the Bureau 
of Reclamation be given a directive to that effect. The district is not able to 
stute the situation better or even as well as stated by the Comptroller General 
in his opinion to the Secretary of Interior under date of December 7, 1951. 
in view of that opinion by the Comptroller General, and in view of the fact 
that the Bureau of Reclamation is now moving forward toward the completion 
of construction under that opinion, the district requests that the Congress, in 
appropriating the funds which the Congress may find necessary to complete 
this project, employ and use precisely the same language as was employed and 
used by the Congress in its enactment of the Interior Department Appropria- 
tion Act, 1952, namely: 

“Not to exceed $ of the appropriation herein made for ‘construction 
and rehabilitation, Bureau of Reclamation,’ should be expended for comple- 
tion of construction of the All-American canal system, Boulder Canyon project: 
Provided, That any sums thereof so expended in excess of the amount required 
to be repaid under the existing contract between the Coachella Valley County 
water district and the United States shall be repayable by said district to the 
United States unless said district shall be judicially determined by a court 
of competent jurisdiction to be not liable therefor.” 


STATEMENT OF LEE J. ANDERSON OF COACHELLA, CALIF., PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS OF THE COACHELLA VALLEY COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 


My name is Lee J. Anderson. I live at Coachella, Calif. I am a farmer by 
occupation and have been farming in the Coachella Valley since 1920. I am 
the president of the board of directors of the Coachella Valley county water 
district, which district I have served in the capacity of a director for more than 
15 years. 

(1) Contract dated December 22, 1947.—I was a member of the board of 
directors of the district at the time this contract was negotiated. Negotiations 
extended over a period of approximately 2 years. I attended each and every 
meeting held in connection with these negotiations. At that time it was esti- 
mated by all concerned that the proposed distribution system would be com- 
pleted within a period of 24 months, and in no event should the construction 
period exceed 30 months. After the context of the contract had been agreed 
upon by the Secretary of Interior on the one hand, and the board of directors 
of the district on the other, the proposed contract was printed and a copy thereof 
placed in the hands of every voter in the Coachella Valley county water district. 
Public meetings were held throughout the valley at which the proposed con- 
tract was discussed, the negotiation features explained and pointed out to each 
landowner making inquiry as to where the point of delivery of water would 
be on his land, and the capacity of the pipeline at that point. In due 
course a special ‘election was held for the purpose of determining whether the 
electors would authorize the board of directors to execute the proposed con- 
tract. The clection resulted favorably by an overwhelming majority, and the 
execution of the contract followed immediately. 

(2) Construction under the 1947 contract——The construction on this project 
has been sporadic. More than 4% years have elapsed since the execution of 
the contract and the system is not yet completed. There have been periods 
of time when as much as 4 to 6 months have elapsed without any construction 
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work going on whatsoever. This year is the second occasion when the Secre- 
tary of Interior has failed to request that funds be appropriated to finish this 
project, although the Acting Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation has 
on each occasion explained the situation to the Appropriation Committee in 
the House and also in the Senate. On all occasions when construction has been 
interrupted or delayed, it will be borne in mind that the overhead expense of 
the Bureau’s construction office in Coachella has never ceased to go on. 

(3) A citizen’s view of this situation.—As stated above, I have been a farmer 
in the valley for the last 82 years. I have lived there continuously. I know 
the people of the Coachella Valley since I live and work with them daily. Those 
citizens, to a man, know that their district and the board of directors of their 
district, acting upon an instruction through a special election, dealt with and 
has continued to deal with the Secretary of Interior and the Bureau of Rec- 
lamation with complete good faith and sincerity. These citizens feel that 
the Government can do less toward them. They feel that this project should 
be completed, and completed immediately, and that the Congress should appro- 
priate whatever funds are necessary to do this and to follow through and issue 
such instructions as may be necessary to require the Bureau of Reclamation, as 
the construction agency of the Government, to finish this job and do it with 
dispatch and in a workmanlike way. For the past 3 years it has been necessary 
for this district each year, and on some occasions two or three times each year, 
to send representatives to Washington to do whatever might be possible to be 
done to the end that the United States would conform to the provisions of its 
contract with the district and complete the construction of the distribution 
system in the manner and way which the Government agreed to build that 
system. 

(4) Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1952.—Congress, in enacting the 
Interior Department Appropriation Act, 1952, disclosed the intent of the Congress 
that this project be finished at the earliest possible date and that the works be 
constructed as the Government agreed to construct those works under the con- 
tract. In the 1952 Interior Department Appropriation Act, the Congress appro- 
priated the amount of money which it thought at that time was ample to com- 
plete the job. In doing so, the Congress acted upon the representations of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. We are now informed that the figure represented to the 
Congress by the Bureau of Reclamation as late as May of 1951 is no longer firm; 
that substantial additional funds are required. 

On behalf of the Coachella Valley county water district and all of the citizens 
residing within that district, I request the Congress to appropriate whatever 
funds the Congress finds to be required to finish this work, and that the Bureau 
of Reclamation be instructed to spend those moneys for that purpose and 
actually finish the job without further delay. 

Lee J. ANDERSON, 
President, Board of Directors, Coachella Valley County Water District. 


PROGRESS OF CONTRACT 


Mr. Repwine. The other gentlemen are here if you desire to ask 
them any questions. 

Senator Know.anp. Their statements are made a part of the record. 
I think the committee understands this problem, we have lived with 
it for some years now. 

Representative Puruures. I might ask how the Lloyd contract is 
progressing since February 14? 

Mr. Repwrne. I can say this, that that contract was awarded Feb- 
ruary 14 and it carries a 480-day completion time, which is a year 
and a half. Mr. Lloyd proceeded to move forward immediately and 
has committed substantially all of the money that he is required to 
in the form of the contract for pipe and material. Probably the 
active work, the major part of the laying of the pipe, will not occur 
until the fall because you run into some difficulties in the intense 
heat of the summer months. But we have every reason to believe 
that the present contract and the only contract now out, so to speak, 
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or in effect, will be completed by the contractor with considerable 
dispatch. 

Senator Haypen. Whether you win or lose the suit, the question 
might be asked, What are the economic conditions of the valley? If 
the Government does finally make a contract, does it have good 
security ¢ 

Mr. Repwine. Well, I don’t know where the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has any better security under any contract that they have. We 
are undergoing the same pains and labors as everyone else. Prices 
are going up, and except on some agricultural commodities, although 
they have a tendency to go up, too. We will bat along with any of 
the rest of the boys in the West. 

Senator Know1anp. I want to say before we close that I would 
like to express my appreciation to Senator Hayden for arranging 
at my request the hearing of the California witnesses today who are 
also scheduled to appear before the Civil Functions Committee, many 
of them on Monday. 

Second, I would like to say that Senator Hayden has been very 
helpful in this Coachella matter and other matters affecting Cali- 
fornia from time to time, and I want to express my personal appre- 
ciation. I might say that I have tried to be helpful on problems that 
they have. I have found his approach in these things to be very 
constructive and helpful, and I want to express my personal ap- 
preciation. 

Senator Hayven. He is a good neighbor. 

Representative Pritiirs. I would ‘like to join in that statement. 

Mr. Repwrne. I would like to join in behalf of the district be- 

cause we find many people who are not familiar with the backeround 

or do not know all the history of this project, and I want to say to 
the chairman of this committee that he has always had an under- 
standing of the true situation, and we really appreciate it. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 


ECONOMIC ASPECTS 


Mr. Gattaner. Mr. Chairman, may I add something? I too would 
like to express our appreciation. I would like to emphasize just one 
point on your question of the economic feasibility of this. You must 
remember that this project was based upon completion and the eco- 
nomic feasibility upon completion. Our maintenance costs of the 
canal, for-example, are a fixed thing regardless of what quantity of 
water is delivered. As that affects our general rates if it is not fin- 
ished, that adds to our burden. Also, the matter of repayment, that 
is to be an obligation of the lands benefited, and if there are less lands 
than formerly anticipated would benefit, naturally that load would 
also be heavier. 

Senator Haypen. What is the contemplated acreage that will con- 
tract for repayment ¢ 


WATER-DELIVERY CONTRACT 


Mr. Gartner. The present contract to build the distribution system 
under the 1947 contract will deliver water to about. 75.000 acres. 

Senator Haypen. Is all of that land now under cultivation ? 

Mr. Gattaner. No, sir. 
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Senator Haypen. There will be new lands coming in? 

Mr. Gattaner. Much. There are now about 30,000 acres under 
cultivation, some 60,000 of which could be as soon as people get around 
to leveling it. It is leveling very fast. 

Senator Haypen. It is very productive land and the climate allows 
a long growing season ? 

Mr. GALLAHER. Yes, sir. There is water in the canal for consider- 
ably more acreage than 75,000 acres—upward of 90,000 if handled 
properly. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Lee J. Anderson. I am 
president of the board. I have been a director of the board for over 
15 years, and I just would like to talk as a farmer because that is what 
Iam. I have been there farming since 1920. I was on the board of 
directors whon this 1947 contract was negotiated. I attended every 
meeting. It was understood by our landowners that this construction 
work could be completed in a period not to exceed 30 months. We 
had been told that it could be done in 2 years or 24 months if Congress 
appropriated the money. We want to say that we are not here to 
blame the Congress because your committee has always given us what 
we have asked for. Delays have been in the Bureau not spending this 
money in going ahead with the work in a workmanlike manner as the 
farmer would see it. 

As you know, it has been sporadic construction, and it is now carried 
on—has been—over a period of 414 years, and every year delayed 
results in the over-all charges and costs pyramiding against us. 
Therefore, the quicker the job is completed, finished, which we thought 
was going to happen under the language of the Appropriation Act, 
1952, we never thought we would have to come back again after last 
year. We thought that meant just what it said. We thought the 
Bureau was going to understand that—the meaning of the 1952 Appro- 
priation Act. 

Instead of going ahead, they felt reluctant about going ahead, and 
consequently in recent months it has pyramided costs up to $200,000 
or $300,000, and there was a period of 2 or 3 months—in fact, 
4 months—with no construction going on at all. So we are here today 
representing that district to plead with you to give the Bureau the 
rest of the money to complete the contract, and we hope that there 
is some way that you can see that they do it. 

This project could be a credit to the Bureau; it could be a credit 
to the Congress. If the construction agency could carry ‘out their 
work of construction, it would be fine. 

Senator Haypen. What farming do you do? 

Mr. Anperson. I have 170 acres of dates, some grapes, and I grow 
early vegetables like sweet corn. 

Senator Haypen. Products that bring a good price. 

Senator Knownianp. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement concerning 
the Cachuma unit of the Santa Barbara project. With your permis: 
sion, I will insert this in the record. 

Senator Haypen. That will be inserted. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 
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SANTA BARBARA COUNTY PROJECT, CACHUMA UNIT 


Most members of your Committee are familiar with the features of this project, 
and it will not be described in detail except to state that the Cachuma unit 
is designed to furnish a supplemental supply of water for approximately 12,000 
acres of land already under irrigation and for approximately 15,000 acres of 
land which may be irrigated when water is available. The project will also 
furnish an adequate supply for the Santa Barbara city area which now has a 
population of 50,000, but which eventually will grow to double that figure. 

The original estimated cost of the project was roughly $34,000,000, and it 
appears that the final cost will be not greatly different in spite of constantly 
rising costs. Of this total estimated cost, the Bureau will have expended some 
$21,600,000 by the end of this fiscal year. 

The project is expected to be completed in April of 1954. In view of the fact 
that the project contains a dam and reservoir, transmountain tunnel, conduit, 
balancing reservoirs and local distribution systems, the project must be entirely 
completed to operate as a unit. It is therefore necessary to have the amount 
requested in this year’s budget to maintain the schedule. The appropriation 
approved by the House is for $8,500,000, which will maintain this schedule. Of 
this sum, $2,230,000 will be carry-over funds. 

During the past year, Santa Barbara and neighboring agricultural areas were 
saved from drastic water curtailment by using the supply encountered in drill- 
ing Tecolote tunnel. The tunnel yielded an unexpectedly large supply (550 acre- 
feet during the month of March), which was delivered by means of temporary 
lines constructed by local districts from the completed conduit section. 

During the past winter, the Santa Barbara coastal area received an excep- 
tionally heavy rainfall which filled the city of Santa Barbara and Montecito 
reservoirs and relieved the drought. This will enable the area to wait until 
Cachuma is completed without undue danger if the project continues on schedule. 

It is to be noted that had Cachuma Dam been completed, estimates of this 
date indicate that the reservoir would be full. This bears out engineers’ pre- 
dictions (which were formerly disputed) that the Santa Ynez River has sufficient 
run-off to fill the dam. 

The project construction is proceeding closely to schedule. The various com- 
ponents and their physical completion as of this date are as follows: 


Project feature 


time completion 


Percent Percent 


Elapsed sa Physical 


Cachuma Dam | 56.0 
Clearing dam site _. 55 67.8 
Tecelote tunnel &.3 68.3 
South coast conduit-—-Goleta section 100.0 
South coast conduit— Carpinteria section 

Sheffield tunnel 

Glen Annie Reservoir- - - 

Lauro Reservoir 


The winter storms are responsible for construction set-backs in the two re- 
servoirs, floods having delayed the work during the winter. 

The distribution systems for Goleta and Carpinteria are nearly ready for 
construction. The Goleta County water district, by a vote of 1,022 to 32 voted 
to approve the 9-D contract authorizing construction of the system in the 
amount of $3,600,000. 

In view of this favorable progress, and the fact that the House has already 
recommended the appropriation as herein stated, the Santa Barbara County 
Water Agency and its member units respectfully urge favorable action on the 
Cachuma budget as presented. 

Santa Barpara County WATER AGENCY, 
3y W. H. Hortlister, Chairman. 

Senator Knowranp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Haypen. Thank you, gentlemen. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, Friday, May 9, 1952, the committee re- 
cessed to reconvene at 10 a. m., Monday, May 12, 1952.) 





